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CTATBU

YK 929:004.92:728.3

AJOM IMMAHYWIIA KAHTA
B KEHUT'CBEPTE:
OINIBIT TPEXMEPHOVI PEKOHCTPYKIIMU

E.B. bapanoBa', B. H. Macaoé’,
B. A. Bepeujaeun'

Howm, komopuiii Vivmmanyua Kanm kynua 6 Kénuecbep-
ee 6 1783 2., He coxpanuacs 00 HAWUX OHell — ObLA CHeceH
6 wonye XIX 6. Taxoxe noumu He 0cmaioch AUMHBIX Beuyell,
KOTOpBIMU 11046306a4CA 3HAMEHUMDBLT husocodh. MHoeue
npedmemst mebeau 1 domauiHeeo 0buxooa Obiau NpooaHsl
HA ayKyuoHe nocae exo0 cmepmu, nosmomy 6 mysee Kan-
ma uUMeA0Ch MAA0 OPUUHAABHBIX SKCHOHANMOB U3 doma
KéHuecbepecko2o Mbicaumend, npuvem noumu 6ee smu
apmecpaxmul ympauerst 6 200bt Brmopott mupoBoii BotitbL.
Ceeo0ms mecma, 20e npoxubas Kanwm, u 6 uacmuocmu un-
mepvep kKomHam 6 e2o dome, MOXKHO npedcmabuims ¢ nomo-
bt yuhpoBoix mexrosoeuil. Onu nosboaaom Gupmyars-
Ho Bocco30ams pasHvie noMeujeHus KanmoBcko2o 0cobHsAKa,
pexorcmpyupobams yoparcmbBo u mebeav, xapaxmepHvle
0415 npyccxoeo eopodckoeo xuruuya konya XVII — nauasa
XIX 6. C nomouypio memoda 3D-modeaupobariis y0aroc Ha
0cHOBe UCMOopU1ecKUx UCMOo4HUKOB €030amb pearucnuy-
Hyt0 Mmodeas doma V. Kanma, npedcmabump kax Brewinuil
6u0 30anus, max u e2o BHymperHue nomeujerus. Ilomumo
CKYOHOCTU UCMOYHUKOBOTI 036l pabomy 3ampyoHAAU mex-
Huteckue cA0KHoCmuU, cBa3anHble ¢ Heobxooumocmwio Boc-
C030aHUA Cpa3Yy HeCKOAbKUX NoMeujeHUtl 6 00HOU A0KAUULL.
Pexoncmpyxkuyus Goimosrena Ha ocHobe u3yueHus HeKomo-
poix nodaunHblx Bewjent us doma Kanma, naxooswjuxcs 6
myseax Iepmanuu, a makxe UMEIOUAUXCS NUCOMEHHBIX U
BU3YaIbHbIX UCTOUHUKOB, B KOMOpbIX OMpaxeHvl GHeuiH
610 30aHUA U YNOMAHYNIbL HEKOTOpble NpeoMentbL Mebeal,
pasmeleHHble 6 KUABIX U UHBLX KOMHATNAX MOOCAUPYEMO20
cmpoenus. K nacmosiujemy Bpemerus nodeomobaervi 00eem-
Hble peKOHCIPYKYUU IKCepbepa 00Ma U OKpYxaroujei ezo
20po0cKoil cpedbl, NPUX0KUX HA NepBoM U BIOopoM SMAXKAX,
AEKUUOHHO20 3444, KYXHU, paboueeo kabuHema, 20CmuHot,
cnaaviu, bubauomexu u cnoaoBoil.

KaroueBuie caoBa: 3D-modesupobarue, Kanm, Keé-
Huecbepe, dom Kanma, snoxa Kanma

! BasrTuricknit dpefepatbHBIN yHUBepcuTeT nM. V. KanTa.
236016, Kasmmamarpan, yin. A. Hesckoro, 1. 14.
Iocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuto: 2 utona 2021 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2021-3-1

ARTICLES

IMMANUEL KANT’S HOUSE
IN KONIGSBERG:
ATTEMPT AT A 3D RECONSTRUCTION

E. V. Baranova,' V.N. Maslov,!
V. A. Vereshchagin'

The house which Immanuel Kant bought in Konigs-
berg in 1783 has not survived, having been pulled down
in the late nineteenth century. Likewise, hardly any of
the great philosopher’s personal belongings have sur-
vived. Many pieces of furniture and household utensils
were auctioned off after his death. So the Kant museum
had few original exhibits from the Kénigsberg thinker’s
house, and almost all these artefacts were lost during the
Second World War. Today, digital technologies make it
possible to present a virtual picture of the various rooms,
reconstruct the decorations and furniture characteristic
of a Prussian urban dwelling in late eighteenth — ear-
ly nineteenth centuries. With the help of 3D modelling
and historical sources a realistic model of Kant’s house
has been created, showing both the exterior and the in-
terior. In addition to the paucity of sources, the task was
complicated by technical problems due to the need to
recreate several rooms at one location simultaneously.
Reconstruction draws on several genuine objects from
Kant’s house, now kept at museums in Germany. Also
available are written and visual sources showing the
exterior of the house and mentioning some furniture
items located in the living room and elsewhere in the
structure. Now 3D reconstructions have been made of
the house’s exterior and the urban environment, the an-
terooms on the ground and first floors, the lecture hall,
kitchen, study, drawing room, bedroom, library and
dining room.

Keywords: 3D modelling, Kant, Konigsberg,
Kant’s house, Kant’s epoch

! Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal University.
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E.B. bapanosa, B. H. Macios, B. A. Bepemaruu

1. Beegeume

Vims Vimmanywia KaHTta 13BecTHO BceMy yue-
HoMmy Mupy. HamvicaHo MHOXeCTBO KHUT U CTaTent
0 KaHTOBCKMX TPaKTaTax, IpoaHasIM31IPOBaHbI €0
uJien, ocBellleHa IIperiofjaBaTesIbcKasl M Hay4dHasi
IesiTeJIBHOCTB. B Omorpadusix Hepenko paccka-
3bIBaeTCd O IpmBblUKax KaHTa, SIpKO IpOSIBIISIB-
IIMXCS B €ro IoBceHeBHOV Kv3HM. CIIoXMBIIVE-
Csl IpaBMJIa HOBeleHs B ObITY, KOTOPBIM CTapasICcs
CTporo cjenoBaTh prstocod, ero criocoOrl coxpa-
HSTH 3[I0pPOBbE JIaBHO MHTEpecoBaIM VcCIIeoBa-
Testent. [Tpy aToM ceromHs HUKTO He MOXeT TI00bI-
BaTh B KOMHaTax, B KOTOpbIX Xwi1 KaHT, yBuieTs
ero KaOmHeT, JIEKIIMOHHYIO ayAUTOPVIO VIV CTO-
soBy1o. B konite XIX B. 3koHOMMYecKasi KOHBIOH-
KTypa IIpuBeJIa K CHOCY JIMYHOIO foMa (puioco-
da, a B orue Bropon mMupoBom BOVIHBI HOrMOIN
HEeMHOI'o4YVCc/IeHHble THOJIMHHBIE 3KCIIOHAThI W3
My3es, OCBSIIEHHOro KEHUICOeprcKkoMy Myzpe-
1y. OmHaKo coBpeMeHHble KOMITbIOTepHbIe TeXHO-
JIOTVIY TIO3BOJISIOT BUPTYaJIbHO B JIeTaJIsIX BOCCO3-
JaTh XXwiniie Beskoro dpiocoda. C omHOM CTO-
POHBI, MOXXHO CKasarb, uTo KaHT BooOIIIe T1pesu-
JlesI TaKyIo MepCreKTUBY pa3BUTHUs HayKu. B jex-
LIVISIX 10 JIOTMIKE OH Pa3MBIIIUISII O TOM, YTO Pa3BU-
TVie eCTeCTBeHHOVI ICTOPUY 1 MaTeMaTVKN ITpuBe-
AyT K IIOSIBJIEHIO HOBBIX METOJIOB ITovicKa MHGOp-
Manymu 6e3 oOpeMeHeHMs UesIoOBEYeCKOV ITaMsITH
(AA 09, S. 44; Kanr, 1994, c. 300). C gpyron cro-
POHBI, paccyXasi O co3epIiaHMM TaKoro oObeKTa,
Kak oM, KaHT cumTa HeoOXOmMMBIMY 3HAHMS 00
OKHax, JIBePsIX U APYTMX €ro JacTsX, YTOObI HOITy-
YUTH IIpeJicTaBieHre o 30aHuu B 1HejioM (AA 09,
S. 34; Kant, 1994, c. 290). B npenasepnn 300-1eTms
co mHs poxneHmns dusocoda B bamrurickom de-
nepaibHOM yHUBepcuTeTe M. V. KaHTa peanmso-
BaH IIPOEKT, B paMKax KOTOPOTO IIpeIIpuHsITa I10-
IIBbITKa PeKOHCTPYWMPOBATh €ro I0M (II0 COCTOSTHVIO
Ha py06ex XVIII-XIX BB.) cpeficTBaMu TpexmMepHO-
ro MOIeJIMPOBaHMs B COOTBETCTBUN C COBpeMeH-
HBIM TeXHWYeCKVM IOTeHIIaJIOM U C Y4eTOM VH-
dopmarmy, cofgeprKalilericss B ICTOUHMKaX.

OOBIYHO TpPenMeTOM WICTOPUYECKOVI BUPTY-
aJIbHOVI PEKOHCTPYKIIUM CTaHOBATCSA OoJIbIIve
apXUTEKTYpPHBbIe OOBEKTHI U VX 3KCTepbep — MO-

1. Introduction

The name of Immanuel Kant is known to the
entire academic world. A multitude of books
and articles have been written about Kant’s
treatises, his ideas have been analysed and his
teaching and research activities studied. Biog-
raphers often write about Kant’s idiosyncrat-
ic habits in everyday life. His established daily
routine and his health habits have long interest-
ed researchers. Yet today no one can visit the
rooms in which Kant lived or see his study, lec-
ture room and dining room. In the late nine-
teenth century, because of economic conditions,
the philosopher’s house was demolished and
the few genuine exhibits of the museum devot-
ed to the wise man of Konigsberg perished dur-
ing the Second World War. However, modern
computer technologies make it possible to vir-
tually recreate the great philosopher’s dwell-
ing in detail. On the one hand, we can say that
Kant in general foresaw such a perspective of
scientific development. In his lectures on logic
he mused that the development of natural his-
tory and mathematics would lead to the emer-
gence of new methods of information search
which would not burden the human memo-
ry (Log, AA 09, p. 44; Kant, 1992, pp. 552-553).
On the other hand, speaking about the con-
templation of such an object as a house, Kant
deemed it necessary to know about its win-
dows, doors and other parts in order to get an
idea of the house as a whole (Log, AA 09, p. 34;
Kant, 1992, p. 545). On the eve of the 300" anni-
versary of Kant’s birth the Kant Baltic Federal
University implemented a project aimed at re-
constructing his house (dating from the turn of
the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries), using
cutting-edge 3D modelling methods and infor-
mation from the sources.

The objects of historical virtual reconstruc-
tion are usually large-scale buildings and their
exterior, monasteries, cities and estates (Borod-



HaCTBIPCKVe KOMIUIEKCHI, ropopa, ycaasoer (bo-
ponkuH, Muponenko, Yepronosnoxos u ap., 2018;
Garcia-Le6n, Ros-Sala, Martin et al., 2017). Pekon-
CTPYKIMM BHYTPEHHEro oOyCTpPOVICTBa IIOMellle-
HUV BCTPEYAIOTCS B MY3€VMHOW IIPaKTUKe, I1e C
TIOMOITIBIO BEeITIeCTBeHHBIX 3KCIIOHATOB ¥ HOBEVI-
X MHGPOPMAIIMIOHHBIX TEXHOJIOTMII BOCCO3MIa-
eTcs arMocdpepa TOro VIV VIHOTO 3HAYMIMOTO Me-
CTa — HaIIpMMep, y)Xe He CYIIeCTBYIOIIVIX B MaTe-
puasbHOM (popMe TOMOB M3BeCTHBIX Jrtoren (XKe-
pebarres, Matananna, 2019; Versailles, 2020; Syn-
agogen, 2021; De Vos, De Rijk, 2019; Galiana, Mas,
Lerma et al., 2014). B cBg3u ¢ aTuM npuMeHeHMe
TexHostoruy 3D-peKOHCTPYKIMM KakK criocoOa Bu-
3yasIM3aIumy MCCIIeIyeMoro oobeKkTa 0COOeHHO ak-
TyaJIbHO B OTHOIIIEHUV TIOJTHOCTBIO MJIV YacTud-
HO yTpadeHHBIX OOBEKTOB MCTOPVKO-KYJIBTYPHO-
ro Hacenys. Paspaborku B rexHomormsax VR/AR/
MR OTKpBIBaIOT HOBBlEe BO3MOXXHOCTM WMHTEpPaK-
TVBHOTO TIOT Py KEHWSL.

OcHOBHOTI LIeJIBIO TIpOeKTa CTajla BUpTyaIbHas
pexoHcTpykiys toMa KanTa B Kénurcbepre Ha oc-
HOBE VICTOPWYECKMX VICTOYHVKOB, BKITIOUasl IVICh-
MeHHbIe 1 M300pasuTesibHble. Takoe MofenpoBa-
HIUle — He IIPOCTO IIpeJCTaB/IeHVe IVICbMEHHBIX
VICTOUHVKOB B BU3yaJIbHOM BUJe, a CJIOKHOe Me-
TOZOJIOrMUecKoe vcciieriopanme. Paspaborka mMeTo-
IOVIKU BUPTYasIbHOVI PeKOHCTPYKIVHM Y TPadeHHOro
00BeKTa MCTOPMKO-KYJIBTYPHOIO Hacjle[Iysl CoCTa-
BIJIa 0cOOYIO 3ajady IpoekTa. Peub MoxeT maTy,
KOHEYHO, JIUIIIb O TMIOTEeTUYEeCKOM BOCCO3MaHMM
00BeKTa, ObOJa/jaroleM OIpelie/leHHO — B Ka-
KIIOM CJTy9ae PasHOVI — CTEIeHBIO IOCTOBEPHOCTA.

2. VIHCTpyMeHTapui M 3Talbl
3D-pexoncTpyKumm goma Kanra

MucrpymenToM mist 3D-peKoHCTpyKIIuM JoMa
KanTa B Kénmrcbepre craim Autodesk 3ds MAX.
HecmoTps Ha BCIO CJTIOKHOCTB U TPYJIO€MKOCTb pa-
OOTHI B 3TOM I1aKeTe, BOSMOXXHOCTV MMEHHO JlaH-
HOV IMIPOrpaMMBbl IIO3BOJISIOT Hamboslee peasv-
CTMYHO CMOAENIVPOBAaTh OOBEKTHI, TOYHO HaJIO-
XUTh TEKCTYPY, HACTPOUTH OCBellleHNe. A ¢ IIOMO-
mipio wiarnHa VRay mis 3ds Max MoxHO cosfa-
BaTh BU3yaIM3alliy BBICOKOIO KadecTBa, YTO OCO-
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kin, Mironenko, Chertopolokhov, Belousova,
Khlopikov, 2018; Garcia-Le6én, Ros-Sala,
Martin, Picazo, Andreo, Asensio, 2017). Mu-
seum practice does include reconstructions of
interiors which use physical objects and new
information technologies to recreate the atmos-
phere of landmark buildings that no longer
exist physically, e.g. the houses of famous peo-
ple (Zherebyatyev, Malandina, 2019; Chateau
de Versailles, 2020; Synagogen, 2021; De Vos,
De Rijk, 2019; Galiana, Mas, Lerma, Penalver,
Conesa, 2014). The use of 3D reconstruction
technology takes on added importance with re-
gard to items of historical and cultural heritage
that have been fully or partially lost. Develop-
ments in VR/AR/MR technology open up new
opportunities for interactive immersion.

The main aim of the project is the virtual re-
construction of Kant’s house in Konigsberg on
the basis of historical sources, both written and
visual. This kind of modelling is not just about
presenting written sources in graphical form, it
is about complex methodological research. A
distinctive feature of the project is the develop-
ment of a method of virtual reconstruction of a
lost object of the historical and cultural herit-
age. We are talking, of course, about hypotheti-
cal recreation of an object with varying degrees
of authenticity.

2. The Toolkit and Stages of 3D
Reconstruction of Kant’s House

The instrument of 3D reconstruction of
Kant’s house in Konigsberg was Autodesk 3ds
MAX. Although this package is labour- and
time-consuming, its capacity permits the mod-
elling of objects in the most realistic manner,
the choice of precise texture and the setting
up of the lighting. What is particularly impor-
tant for our project is that the VRay plug-in



E.B. bapanosa, B. H. Macios, B. A. Bepemaruu

GeHHO BaKHO 717151 Hattler1 paboTel. [Tporpamma ro-
3BOJISIeT BOCITPOM3BECTY He TOJIBKO ITpe/IMeThI C He-
CJIOKHOV apXUTEKTypPOV, HO M pasIMYHOro posa
IOBEPXHOCTY, XMUIKOCTM, OOBeKTHI 113 TKaHW M T. /1.

1151 cozmaHmst Bcex BUPTyaIbHBIX OOBEKTOB I10-
TpeboBaJIoCch CMOIEIINPOBaTh FeOMeTPUIO; TEKCTY-
prpoBaTh OOBEKT, IPWIIaB €ro BHEITHEMY BUITY pe-
JIVICTUYHOCTD (IIOTEPTOCTh, 3aMbUIEHHOCTD, I1apa-
HVIHBIL U T. I1.); Pa3MeCTUTb OOBEKT B CIIeHe COITIaCHO
3apaHee yTBepXIEHHOMY IUIaHY-CXeMe; ChIMUTV-
poBaTh OocBellleHNe. 3aTeM POBOIMIIach BU3yalu-
3allysl, YTO 3aHsJIO 3HAYMTEJIbHOe BpeMsl — Jlaxe
Ipyu paboTe Ha MOIITHBEIX KOMITbIoTepax. ITpocuer
OJTHOro M300paykeHs ITpofioybKasics ropsika 3 —4
JacoB HelpepbIBHOV PabOTEl, a M300paXkeHU B
Ka’K/IOM CiTydae TpeOoBasIoch He MeHee IIeCT.

Cospanmne peHpiepa ByjeoraHOpaMbl 3aHVMa-
€T [IOCTaTOYHO InTesibHOe BpeMs. CoBpeMeH-
Hb1 MorHbIN TTK (mporteccop LIT 32-Core AMD
Ryzen, 3843 MHz (38.5 x 100), 64 I'b O3Y, Buseo-
apanrep GeForce RTX 3080 (10 I'b)) mpowmssonnT
peHnep dotopeasmcTruHon maHopambl 4000 x
2000 pix Ha ocHoBe Bu3yanmsaTopa V-Ray 5.02
npuoIM3UTeNIbHO B TeueHre 2 4 45 muH. ITocste
peayIMCTUYHON BU3yaM3aluy ObljIv  Cle/laHbl
KpyTOBble BU3yaJIM3allil CIIeH IS JajIbHerllle-
T'O CO3aHMs 13 HMX ITaHopaM ¢ 063opom 360°. I1a-
HOpaMbl pasMellaloTcs Ha MHTepHeT-IIaTopme
IUIS IIPOCMOTpPa KaK Ha CTallVIOHAPHBIX KOMIIBIO-
Tepax, IVIaHIIleTax, CMapTdOHaXx, TaK ¥ TPV IIOMO-
I/ OYKOB BUPTYaIbHOV PeaIbHOCTL.

3. UctouHnKoBas1 6a3a u mmporecc
pekoHcTpyKumu gomMa Kanra

VcxomHble uepTeXxu 30aHMe B3SATHI U3 Tpyda
Banbrepa Kypke (puc. 1). Onu mipefcTasisioT co-
Gort rosTakHBIe CxeMbl JI0Ma C pasMepaMu (B Me-
TPUYECKOVI CrcTeMe) M pUKcalyerl OKOHHBIX U
JABEPHBIX ITPOEMOB, JIECTHMII, KAMUHOB ¥ JBIMO-
xomoB. OIHOV 113 OCHOBHBIX CJIOYKHOCTEVI B pa60Te
CTaJIo TO, UTO B OIMCAaHMM K YepTeXkaM He Bcerja
oxapaKTepu30BaHBbI ITpeJIMeThI MebesIn, X pacIio-
JIOXKeHVe B KOMHaTax.

Ha cxemax Kypke ner BbicoT. HO ¢ micnionbso-
BaHMEM YIJIOMEPHBIX M3MepeHUVl Ha OCHOBe CO-
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for 3ds Max can deliver high-quality visualis-
ations. The programme can recreate not only
simple objects, but various surfaces, liquids,
fabrics etc.

In order to create all the virtual objects, it
was necessary to model the geometry; to tex-
ture the object to make it look real (worn-out,
blurred, scratched etc.); to place the object in
the scene according to a prearranged scheme;
and to copy the lighting. Then visualisation
took place, a time-consuming process despite
the powerful computers. Calculating one image
took 3-4 hours of non-stop work, and at least
six images were required in each case.

Creating a render machine video panora-
ma takes a long time. A powerful modern pro-
cessing unit (32-Core AMD Ryzen, 3843 MHz
(38.5 x 100), 64 GB RAM, GeForce RTX 3080
(10 GB) video adapter renders a photo-real-
istic 4000 x 2000 pix panorama on the basis of
V-Ray 5.02 visualiser in about 2 hrs 45 min.
After a realistic visualisation, circular visual-
isations of scenes were made which were then
used to create 360° panoramas. The panoramas
are placed on an internet platform for viewing
on stationary computers, iPads, smartphones
and virtual reality headsets.

3. Source Base and the Process of Kant’s
House Reconstruction

The source drawings of the building have
been borrowed from Walter Kuhrke’s work
(Image 1). They are floor-by-floor schemes with
measurements (metric system) and fixation of
windows and doors, staircases, fireplaces and
chimneys. One of the challenges was the fact
that not all the pieces of furniture and their lo-
cation in the rooms are described in the inscrip-

tions to the drawings.
Kuhrke’s schemes do not indicate heights.
However, with the help of angle measurements



XpaHUBIIVXCs YepTexxert n rpasiop fgoma Kanra
yaJI0Ch JOCTaTOYHO TOYHO OITpe/ie/IUTh pa3Mepsl
JIoOMa, OKOHHBIX IIPOE€MOB, apXUTeKTYPHBIX 3J1e-
MeHTOB. Ilocsie atoro B niporpamMme CorelDRAW
ObUI co3aH TpexXMepHBIVI YepTeX 3[aHus (Buf
CBepXy, pasBepTKa 10 3TaXkaM).

\

E.V. Baranova, V.N. Maslov, V. A. Vereshchagin

the dimensions of the house, windows and ar-
chitectural elements were determined with
a fair degree of accuracy from the surviving
drawings and prints of the Kant house. There-
after a 3D drawing of the building (plan, floor-
by-floor rollout) was made in CorelDRAW
programme.
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Puc. 1. ITran-cxema doma V. Kanma no B. Kypxe
(Kuhrke, 1924, S. 10)

ITocTtpoenue 3D-Momernm MHTepbepa He IIpef-
Tojlarajio 3CKM3HOrO WV IpopabOTaHHOIO Mpo-
eKTMpoBaHMA Becero goma KaHra B cvuty Oosbiiio-
ro obbema pabOTHI M OTCYTCTBUS JIeTaIbHBIX I1jIa-
HOB 1 4epTeXell Bcero smaHms B 1ejioM. Kpome
TOTO, IIPAKTMYEeCKV BCe IIpeIMeThl MebesIv, IoCy-
ZIBI VI IPYTVie BeIV IOJIHOCTBIO YTpaveHBbl.

Vndopmaliys 0 HaJIM4uuy B HOMEIIeHMsIX He-
KOTOPBIX ITpeIMeTOB (KOHTOPKM, TyaJleTHbIe CTO-
JIVIKM 11 [Ip.) OOHapy»keHa B ITCbMaX, YepHOBUIKe 3a-
BelaHms driocoda, repeuHe OTAeIbHBIX Belllew,
OCTaBIIVIXCS ITOCIIe ero cmepTu. [ Ipu sTom, Kak 1rpa-
BWJIO, CKOJIb-HMOY/Ib PasBepHyTasl XapaKTepucTy-
Ka VIMYIIeCTBa B 3TUX JOKYMeHTaxX OTCY TCTBYeT.
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Image 1. Plan of Kant’s House according to W. Kuhrke
(1924, p. 10)

The 3D model of the interior did not en-
visage a sketch of detailed presentation of the
whole house owing to the huge amount of
work and lack of detailed plans and drawings
of the building as a whole. Besides, practical-
ly all the furniture, crockery and other utensils
have been lost. The presence of some objects
(writing desk, toilet tables, etc.) was established
from letters, a draft of the philosopher’s will
and the list of miscellaneous things left after his
death. More often than not there are no detailed
descriptions of the objects in these documents.
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IleHHBIT MCTOUYHUK CBEOEHUIT O M€6J'H/IpOB-
Ke IoMelieHUM B goMe KaHTa — Memyapsbl ero
npysen, omorpadum dpuocoda (Schwarz, 1907;
Hasse, 1804; Bacsauckmui, 2013). B atmx counnenmn-
sIX BCTPEeYalOTCs OIMCaHMs HEKOTOPBIX IIperMe-
TOB, COflepP>knTCs MHMOopMatins o 1x pacIioyoxe-
HUM, COCTOSIHUM CTeH B KoMHarax. IToport Bocrio-
MUHaHWS IpOoTHUBOpedar apyr apyry. Hampumep,
OIHV CBUeTesV, OblBaBIINe B JoMe (ustocoda,
yTBepP)KIAI0T, UTO 3epKajla ObLIM TOJIBKO B TOCTH-
HOVI VI CTOJIOBOVI, IPyT¥ie KOHCTaTUPYIOT HayIn4ie
3epKaJia errle ” B KaOuHeTe.

B kauecTBe MCTOYHMKOB WCIIOIb30BaHbI TaK-
JKe PUCYHKM U rpaBlopbl cepequubl XIX B, Ha Ko-
TOPBIX 3apMKCMpOBaH BHEITHWIT BUI oMa Ké-
Hurcobeprckoro MeiciuTesid. Hampumep, mepsoe
msobpakenne noma KanTa co cropoHBI ABOpa
6bu10 omyOrkoBaHo B llustrirte Zeitung B 1844 1.
(Konigsberg, 1844, S. 121).

TexcTypel (HepeBo, KaMeHb, IUIMTKa), M4 U
P TIpeMeToB MeOeIIV peKOHCTPYVIPOBaHbI Ha OC-
HoBe 11300pasnTetbHbIX McTouHMKoB X VIII crorte-
TVIST, @ TAKXKe C OIIOPOVI Ha MY3€eVHYIO 3KCITO3VILIVIIO,
pasMellleHHYIO B Ca/JOBOM JIOMe HeMeITKOro I103Ta
V. B. T'ére (1749—-1832) (Goethes Gartenhaus, 2019).

4. Victropus noma V. Kanra

Kak Tosmpko mosBonmiiu moxonbl, Kant 30 me-
Kabps 1783 r. xymmt mom Ha ITpuHIleccuHIITpac-
ce (Prinzessininstrafse) 3a 5500 rysbaeHoB y BlIO-
BBl XyJOXHUKa-TIopTpeTncta VoranHa lotimba
bBekkepa (Johann Gottlieb Becker), aBTopa omroro
13 HopTpeToB dutocoda. 3HaHre HaxoAWIOCh B
IIeHTpe ropora pszaoMm ¢ Kéunrcoeprckmm mnsop-
1IOM (3aMKoM). B aToM mome (puic. 2) KaHT mipoxmit
7o cMepTy, HacTynmBien B 1804 r.

DTO OBLIT OTHEIIHHBIN OBYX3TaKHBIVI IOM C IIPV-
CTPOVIKOVI M cBOfIYaThIM nofsasioM. Ha 1804 r. mm-
Ha JIoMa cocTasisiiia 54 dyTa 6 JIOVIMOB CO CTOPO-
HBI YJIUIIBL, IIVpyHa — 23 dyTa 4 groviMa cripasa 1
26 pyTos ciiea (Kuhrke, 1924, S. 19). H. M. Kapawm-
3uH, roceTBimit Kanra B 1789 1., otmeTwt: «/lo-
MUK y Hero MajtleHeKuiz. . .» (Kapamsus, 1791, c. 172).
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Memoirs of the philosopher’s friends and bi-
ographies (Schwarz, 1907; Hasse, 1804; Wasian-
ski, 1907) are a valuable source of information
on the furnishings in the house. These works
occasionally contain descriptions of objects, in-
formation on their positioning and the state of
the walls in the rooms. Sometimes the accounts
are conflicting. For example, some authors who
visited the philosopher’s house claim that there
were mirrors only in the drawing room and
dining room; others write that there were mir-
rors also in the study.

Among the sources used were also
mid-nineteenth-century drawings and prints
showing the exterior of Kant’s house. For exam-
ple, the first picture of the house viewed from
the backyard was published in the middle of
the nineteenth century in the “Illustrirte Zei-
tung” in 1844 (Anon., 1844, p. 121).

Textures (wood, stone, tiles), fireplaces and
some pieces of furniture have been reconstruct-
ed from eighteenth-century visual sources and
the museum exhibit in the garden house of the
German poet Johann Wolfgang von Goethe
(1749 —1832) (Klassik Stiftung Weimar, 2019).

4. The History of Kant’s House

As soon as he could afford it, on December
30, 1783, Kant bought a house on Prinzessin-
strafSe for 5500 gulden from the widow of the
portrait painter, Johann Gottlieb Becker, author
of one of the philosopher’s portraits. The build-
ing stood in the city centre close to the Konigs-
berg palace (castle). Kant lived in this house
(Image 2) until his death in 1804.

It was a detached two-storeyed house with
an annex and a vaulted basement. As of 1804
it was 54 feet 6 inches long on the front, 23 feet
4 inches wide on the right and 26 feet on the
left (Kuhrke, 1924, p. 19). Nikolai Karamzin,
who visited Kant in 1789, noted that “He has a
small house...” (Karamsin, 1803, p. 40).
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Gartenseite

Immanuel Kants Wohnhaus in Koénigsberg i. Pr.

Puc. 2. Tom V. Kanma 8 Kénuecoepee,
¢hacad u 6uo co 06opa, He no3onee 1893 e.
(Hochdorf, 1924, S. 32)

Hom OpUT TocTpoeH, BeposiTHO, B KoHITe XVII B.
(Lange, 2000B) v miepecTpamBarics 0 ero IOKYIIKI
Kanrom (Kapsie, 1991, c. 18—19). CHauasa oH ObT
onHo3TaXHBIM (paxBepkoM (Kuhrke, 1924, S. 19),
3aTeM Bo3BesIn Bropon stax. Ha pucyrnkax u ¢go-
Torpadmax koHua XIX B. BUIHO, YTO CO CTOPOHBI
ZIBOpa BTOPOVI 3TaXk YaCTMYHO BBICTYIIaeT 3a JIu-
HMIO (pacazia IepBOro 3TaXka. BeIcTyml momoiHm-
TeJILHO HMOIJePXKMBAJICS IPKepoM U IBYMs Jiepe-
BIHHBIMU cTosi0amu ¢ KoHcorrsimm (Kuhrke, 1924,
S. 17). Becnon 1784 r. cTpoeHue OTpeMOHTMPOBa-
mu (Kuehn, 2001, p. 269—270). HecmoTpst Ha 113Me-
HeHMs, 110 CBUJIETeJILCTBY JipyTa dwiocoda, Iipo-
deccopa Teonormu Vloranna Iorrdpuma Xacce
(Johann Gottfried Hasse), «toM GBI B HECKOJIBKO
crapmHHOM cTwie» (Kapis, 1991, c. 20).

Iocste cmepTit KanTa mom ObLI mpofmaH v mpe-
oOpaszoBaH B TOCTMHMILY, 3aTeM WCIIOJIb30BaJICs
MecTHBIM cToMaTosioroM. O dpuiocode HaromMu-
HaJla JIVIIIBb MeMOpHasibHas JOCKa Ha YJIMYHOM
dacane: «Vmmanywt KanT Xxwi m yum 3pgeck
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Image 2. Immanuel Kant’s House in Kdénigsberg,
Fagade and view from the Backyard, 1893 at the latest
(Hochdorf, 1924, p. 32)

The house was probably built in the late
seventeenth century (Lange, 2000c) and was
rebuilt before Kant bought it (Karl, 1924,
pp- 14-15). Initially it was a one-storey timber
post-and-beam structure (Kuhrke, 1924, p. 19),
to which a second floor was later added. In the
late nineteenth century drawings and photo-
graphs one can see that part of the second floor
on the rear side projected beyond the ground
floor facade. The projection was propped up
with a bay window and two wooden posts with
ledges (Kuhrke, 1924, p. 17). The building was
repaired in 1784 (Kuehn, 2001, pp. 269-270). In
spite of alterations, “the house was in a some-
what antiquated style”, as Kant’s friend, theol-
ogy professor Johann Gottfried Hasse, attested
(Karl, 1924, p. 16).

After Kant’s death the house was sold and
converted into a hotel and was later used by a
local dentist, the only reminder of the philos-
opher being a memorial plaque on the front



E.B. bapanosa, B. H. Macios, B. A. Bepemaruu

¢ 1783 roma o 12 despang 1804 roma». B xon1ie
XIX B. cTpoeHMe IIpeBpaTujI B KOMMepYecKoe
37IaHMe C HeCKOJIbKMMM MarasvHamu. [IpakTirae-
CK/ B HEM3MEHEHHOM BVJIe OCTaBaJICsS JINIIb IBO-
posbIit dacas. B 1893 r. mom ObLII cHeceH B CBA3M C
paciIpeHeM coce[lHero yHuBepMmara bepuxap-
na JlunTke (Bernhard Liedtke), kynmsirero oco6-
HiaK Kanta. OT cTpoeHUst coxpaHWMIack TOJIBKO
IBeph?, KOTOpyIo mepenann B myseit «[Ipyccus»
(Kapip, 1991, c. 19, 22—-23; Lange, 2000a; Lange,
20006; Lange, 2000B; Conversations-Lexicon,
1857, S. 63; Boetticher, 1897, S. 103; Kuhrke, 1924,
S. 16—18; bermmanesa, 2020, c. 30).

B Hacrosiiee Bpems B KasmmHuHTpame Ha ToM
MecTe, rae cTosy1 JoM KaHTa, mpoxomgdaT TpamBarni-
Hble IyTH, IPoJIoKeHHble 1o JleHMHCKOMY ITpO-
CIIeKTY HeJlaJIeKO OT TOCTMHUIIBI «KamHuHT pamy.

5. DKcTephep M MHTepbep AoMa

3paHMe pacroiarajioch y 3aMKOBOTO PBa, B KO-
TOPBIVI CITyCKaJIach €ro ABopoBasi cropoHa. Cripasa
BIIOJIb YJIUIIBI HA YPOBHE IepPBOro 3TaXka IIPUCTPO-
VJTM MacCHBHYIO JIeTHIOIO KoMHary. Co CTOpOHBI
JIBOpa pacriosiarajicsi KpbITbIVI paxXBepKOBBIN OaJl-
KOH (3pkep) 1 gpossaHUK (Kapip, 1991, c. 19; Kuhrke,
1924, S. 14, 20). lom 3aBepIiiajia AByCKaTHasl MaH-
caprHasi Kpblllla, KpbITasl Yeperniier ¥ VIMeBIIIas
C TOPLOB JIBa «M3JIOMaHHBEIX» (ppoHTOHa (Kapris,
1991, c. 19; Lange, 20008; Kuhrke, 1924, S. 19) (puic. 3).

Ha HKHeM 3Take cjieBa OT IIPMIXOXKEN pac-
Tojlarajiach JIEKIIVIOHHAsl ayAuTOpWs, HalIpOTUB
HIPUXOXeNl — KyXHs, CIIpaBa OT Hee — KOMHara
Kyxapkn. Ha BTopom sTaxe Taxxe viMesiach Ipu-
XOXKasi, psIOM C HeVl B IIepeJTHeNt YacTy JI0oMa CJle-
Ba Haxo[wIach CTOJIOBAasl, CITpaBa — TOCTMHAs, a
CO CTOPOHBI cajfla — CIaJIbHs, OMOIMoTeka u Ka-
OuneT. B MaHcapre pacrioryiaranch Tpy KaMOPKM
v koMHara cayru (Kapiie, 1991, c. 19; Gause, 1974,
S. 97; Lange, 20008; I'ysnpira, 1977, c. 165; Kuhrke,
1924, S. 19-20).

2YTpaueHa B mepuoy, Broport MupoBO¥t BOVIHEIL.
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which read: “Here lived and taught Immanuel
Kant from 1783 until 12 February 1804”. In late
nineteenth century the building was convert-
ed into a commercial house with several shops.
Only the backyard facade remained practically
unchanged. In 1893 the house was demolished
to make way for the extension of the neighbour-
ing department store of Bernhard Liedtke, who
bought Kant’s house. The door, the only sur-
viving element of the house, was handed over
to the Prussia® museum (Karl, 1924, pp. 15, 18-
19; Lange, 2000a; Lange, 2000b; Lange, 2000c;
Faber, 1857, p. 63; Boetticher, 1897, p. 103;
Kuhrke, 1924, pp. 16-18; Belintseva, 2020, p. 30).

At present, tram tracks run along the Lenin-
sky Prospekt near the hotel Kaliningrad where
once Kant’s house stood.

5. The House Exterior and Interior

The building was located by the castle moat,
which was why its front was higher than the
backyard side which descended to the moat.
On the right along the street on the ground
level was added a massive summer room. In
the backyard part of the building was a cov-
ered post-and-beam balcony and a woodshed
(Karl, 1924, p. 15; Kuhrke, 1924, p. 14, 20). The
house was topped by a mansard tile roof with
two jagged gable-ends (Karl, 1924, p. 15; Lange,
2000c; Kuhrke, 1924, p. 19) (Image 3).

On the ground floor to the left of the ante-
room was the lecture hall, opposite the ante-
room was the kitchen and to the right of it the
kitchen-maid’s room; to the right was the draw-
ing room and beyond it, on the side of the gar-
den, were the bedroom, library and study. The
mansard contained three closets and the ser-
vant’s room (Karl, 1924, p. 15; Gause, 1974,
p. 97; Lange, 2000c; Gulyga, 1977, p. 165;
Kuhrke, 1924, pp. 19-20).

2 Lost during World War IL



Puc. 3. Buewinuii 6uo ooma V. Kanma,
mpexmepHas Mooeas

Jlexyuonnwuii 3a4. B 1770 . Kant cran mpo-
deccopom storukm n Metadpmsuxm B Kéunurcoepr-
ckoM yHuBepcutere (Kuehn, 2001, p. 189). B te
BpeMeHa U T03Xe IperojiaBaTeIn 13-3a HeXBaTKI
ayAuTOPU B Y4eOHBIX 3aBelIeHVSAX UMTaIN JIeK-
uumu y cedst Ha gomy (Kapie, 1991, c. 16; Kysnerno-
Ba, 2013, c. 36). V1 B mome Ha IIpuHIIeccHIIITpacce
ObLT 0OOpyHoBaH seKIMoHHBIN 3a71 (Kapie, 1991,
c. 20; Lange, 20008; Uber Kants Haus..., 2002).

B 3D-momen yueOHOM ayAuTOpUN peKOHCTPY-
vpoBaH KaMVH. [TocKOIBKY ayAnTOps He OT/INYa-
J1ach OOJIBIIMMM pasMepaMy (IpUMepHO 7 X 5 M),
MBI PacCUMTaINl ¥ CMOAEIMPOBAJIV TOJIBKO IIBa
psifa MIMHHEIX cTosIoB. OCTasIbHbIe CIIyIIATesIv,
II0 COOOIIIEHMIO OTHOTO M3 CTYHAEHTOB, pa3Mellia-
JIVICh Ha TIPOCTBIX CKaMbsX Oe3 ctortos (Immanuel
Kant..., 1990, S. 380). Taxxxe jilekTOpa MOIJIM CITy-
IIIaTh M T€, KTO HAXOHAMJICS B HEOOJIBIIIOV IIPUIXO-
xen (JIapuHoBIY, 1995, c. 169, 174).
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Image 3. Exterior of Kant’s House, 3D model

Lecture hall. In 1770 Kant became a pro-
fessor of logic and metaphysics at Kénigsberg
University (Kuehn, 2001, p. 189). In those days
and later teachers, because of the shortage of
lecture halls in educational establishments,
delivered lectures in their homes (Karl, 1924,
p- 12; Kuznetsova, 2013, p. 36). A lecture hall
was set up in the house on Prinzessinstrafse
(Karl, 1924, p. 16; Lange, 2000c; Immanuel
Kant — Information Online, 2002).

The 3D model reconstructed the hearth. Be-
cause the room was modest in size (about 7 by
5 metres) we have calculated and modelled
only two rows of long tables. The other attend-
ees, as one student attests, sat on simple bench-
es without tables (Malter, 1990, p. 380). Those
who were in the small anteroom could also hear
the lectures (Lavrinovich, 1995, p. 169, 174).
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@ntocod OBUI HEBBICOKOTO POCTa, TIO3TOMY
JIVIIIB CJIeTKa BO3BBITIasICS Hay Kadenport. B mu-
TepaType COOOIIAETCS TaKXKe, UTO BO BpeMsI JIeK-
umvt KaHT cuiier HeCKOJIBKO IIPUIIOTHSTO 3a CTO-
JIOM TIepe] HeBBICOKVIM ITyJIBTOM, Ha KOTOPOM JIe-
JKaJI JIMCTOK C 3amvcamu v y4ue6HUK ([ysibira,
1977, c. 90; Jachmann, 1907, S. 126). VMimeHHO 3TOT
BapMaHT pabodero MecTa IIperioaBaresis BOCIIPO-
V3BeIeH B PEKOHCTPYKIINAL.

Kyxna. VI.T. Xacce BcrioMmmnHaix: «B mome mapu-
Jla yMUPOTBOPSIONIAsl TUIIVHA; ecIn Obl He OT-
KpbITasl KyXHs, 3allaxy efIbl, jlatolas cobaka min
MsyKarolasi KOITKa, MOXXKHO ObUIO ObI IOIyMaTs,
uTO J10M HeobuTaem» (Hasse, 1804, S. 4).

Ha miane B. Kypke ormeueHo, 4TO B KyXHe CTO-
suta Oonbinag neub (Kuhrke, 1924, S. 10). Cpenn
OOBIYHBIX 1711 KYXHW Bellleyl Mbl CMOZIeITPOBaI
IBa peaJIbHBIX IIpenmeta. Ilepsbi — cocyn i
IIPUTOTOBJIeHN s Topuniibl. KaHT o0t ropunity m
PeryJsipHO TOTOBIJI ee caM, O YeM CBUIeTe/IbCTBYeT
PpUICYHOK cKyJibIiTopa MapTiHa Xaremana (Martin
Hagemann) «/Immanywn KaHT 3a mpurorosiieHu-
eM ropumiib», co3gaHHbIN B 1784 r. (Kant-Bildnisse,
1924, S. 27). Bropot peaIbHBIV IIpeIMeT — JIeKopa-
TMBHas Tapesika 13 Kéumrcbepra ¢ ipocrasieHHON
narovt «1768», koTopasi XpaHUTCS B [JAaHHBII MOMEHT
B KaymmumurpagckoM 001acTHOM  MICTOPUKO-XY-
HoXeCcTBeHHOM My3ee (puc. 4). BosmoxHo, momo0-
Hasl Tapesika ObU1a B joMe dprstocodpa. ITpm pexon-
CTPYKIIMM BOCCO3IaHbI yTPadeHHbIe YacTy OJTrofa.

Being of short stature, Kant barely rose
above the lectern. From the literature we know
that during lectures Kant sat slightly above the
reading desk where lay a sheet of paper with
notes or a textbook (Gulyga, 1977, p. 90; Jach-
mann, 1907, p. 126). The reconstruction of the
teacher’s work place reproduces this variant.

The kitchen. Johann Gottfried Hasse (1804,
p.- 4) wrote: “Pacific silence reigned in the
house; but for the open kitchen door, the smell
of food, the barking dog and the miaowing cat,
one might have thought that the house was un-
inhabited.”

Kuhrke’s plan indicates that there was a
large stove in the kitchen (Kuhrke, 1924, p. 10).
Among the usual kitchen utensils we modelled
two “real objects”. The first is a pot for making
mustard. Kant was fond of mustard and regu-
larly cooked it himself, as witnessed by a 1784
drawing by Martin Hagemann, “Immanuel
Kant Cooking Mustard” (Clasen, 1924, p. 27).
The second “real object” is a decorative plate
showing Konigsberg with the date “1786”, now
at the Kaliningrad Regional History and Art
Museum (Image 4). The philosopher’s home
might very well have had such a plate. The
missing fragments of the plate have been re-
stored.

Puc. 4. Hexopamubnas mapeaxa u3z Kénuecbepea c damotl
«1768» u ee BoccmanobaeHnas mpexmepHas Mooetb
(TocydapcmBennvinl kamanoe...)
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Image 4. Decorative Plate of Kénigsberg with the Date
“1768" and its Restored Three-dimensional Model
(Ministry of Culture of the Russian Federation, n.d.)



CmoaoBaa. CronoBasi — ocobasi KOMHaTa B
nome Kanra. Y dusocoda cdopmmposastack mpu-
BBbIUKa IUIOTHO €CTh O[IVH pa3 B JIeHb B KOMITaHUM
IIpy3eli, TIO3TOMY OCTaJIOCh HeMaJIo OIVCAHVA, TI0-
CBAIIIEHHBIX PACTIOPsiIKy 0OefeHHON Tpare3bl —
HaCTOAIIEr0 PUTYyasla, IIPOXOAMBIIIETO 10 OIpere-
JIEHHOMY cClieHapuio (rogpoOHee cM.: Bacarckum,
2013, c. 110; I'ysteira, 1977, c. 166 —167; Becker, 1932,
S. 12—13; Stuckenberg, 1882, p. 325).

IIpy peKOHCTPYKLIMM CTOJIOBOV OBLIO pellle-
HO OIMparbcs Ha KapTuHy DOMuird [@pctimHra
(Emil Dorstling) «KanT 1 ero corpamnesHukm». B
1892 r. kéHUrCcObeprckmit GaHKMP U MelleHaT Baiib-
Tep Cumon (Walter Simon) mopyumnst xymgoxHU-
Ky HaIMcaTh KapTUHY, IpefcTaBiIsionyo Kanra
B €ero joMe B KadecTBe xo3sivHa (MoTepOu, 2013).
PyxoBoncTBysick coumnenvem Kpucrtnana Ppwu-
npwuxa Povimia (Christian Friedrich Reusch) «KaaT
u ero cotpanesHukm» (Reusch, 1849), [IépcmimHr
M300pasil  M3BeCTHBIX KEHUTCOepXKIleB, YacTo
obenasix y Kaxra.

TpexmepHast peKOHCTPYKIIVSE HECKOITBKO OTIIV-
4JaeTcsl OT KapTuHBI [épcrimnra. VzoOpaxeHne
Ha KapTVHe ObIJIO CO3/IaHO B 3e€pKaIbHOM OTpake-
HUW OT PeasIbHO CYIIeCTBOBaBIIey KOMHATEI, YTO
MBI VICIIPaBWIN B peKOHCTpyKimn. Ha kapTuHe
IBepu IBOVIHEBIE, a Ha IuTaHe B. Kypke onm Bo Bcex
KOMHaTax 7IoMa C Of[HOVI CTBOPKOVI I OJIVTHAKOBO-
ro pasMepa, II0O3TOMYy OBIJIO IIPUHATO pellleHve
crenaTh VX VMAEHTUYHBIMM OCTaJIbHBIM, TO €CTb
oguHapHbIMI. [lopTper dutocodpa XK.-XK. Pyc-
co ObII TIlepeHeceH M3 CTOJIOBOM, Ky/a ero IoMe-
CTWI XyAOXKHUK, B Kabunet (Kuhrke, 1924, S. 12).
ITo yrBepxpenuto K. Pora, cTton ObUI HaKpBIT
TpeMs IpOocTeIMM OertbIMy cKaTepTsiMu (Reusch,
1849, S. 9), uTo TOXe HAIIIO OTpakeHNe B Halllen
pexkoHCTpyKImm (puc. 5).

Bubauomexa u cnasvuu. B npome Ha Ilpun-
reccyHInTpacce y Kanrta mmertace HeOoribIast
oubrmoreka (Warda, 1922, S. 8; Mortzfeld, 1802,
S. 54; Jachmann, 1907, S. 133; Kantiana, 1860, S. 16;
Borowski, 1907, S. 56). ITpodeccop maremarmkm
Morann ®puppux lensmxen (Johann Friedrich
Gensichen), 1o 3aBeIiaHMIO MOy YMBIINTI KHUTT,

E.V. Baranova, V.N. Maslov, V. A. Vereshchagin

The dining room. The dining room was a spe-
cial room in Kant’s home. He had a habit of hav-
ing one substantial meal a day in the company of
friends, which is why we have quite a number of
descriptions devoted to the midday meal, a ver-
itable ritual following a set scenario (for more
detail see: Wasianski, 1907, p. 144; Gulyga, 1977,
pp. 166-167; Becker, 1932, pp. 12-13; Stuckenberg,
1882, p. 325).

We decided to base our reconstruction of the
dining room on the painting of Emil Doerstling
“Kant and His Table Companions”. In 1892 Wal-
ter Simon, a Konigsberg banker and patron of
the arts, commissioned from the artist a paint-
ing showing Kant as the host in his home (Moth-
erby, 2013). Proceeding from the work of Chris-
tian Friedrich Reusch (1849) “Kant and his Table
Companions”, Doerstling portrayed prominent
citizens of Konigsberg who frequently dined at
Kant’s place.

The 3D reconstruction is slightly different
from Doerstling’s painting. The painting is a
mirror image of what the dining room was real-
ly like, and that was the main correction which
our reconstruction introduced. In the paint-
ing the doors are double, but on Kuhrke’s plan
there are single doors of the same size in all the
rooms, so we decided to make them identical
to all the other rooms, i.e. to make them single
doors. We moved the portrait of the philosopher
Jean-Jacques Rousseau from the dining room,
where the artist placed it, to the study (Kuhrke,
1924, p. 12). Reusch (1849, p. 9) claims that the
table was covered by three simple white table
cloths, which is also reflected in our reconstruc-
tion (Image 5).

Library and bedrooms. There was a small li-
brary in Kant’s home on Prinzessinstrafle (War-
da, 1922, p. 8; Mortzfeld, 1802, p. 54; Jachmann,
1907, p. 133; Reicke, 1860, p. 16; Borowski, 1907,
p- 56). Mathematics professor Johann Friedrich
Gensichen, who inherited Kant’s books under
his will (Fischer, 2008, p. 106, Wasianski, 2013,
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Puc. 5. CmoaoBas 6 dome V. Kanma, mpexmeprasn modess

npuHajIexasive wmeiciautento (Pumep, 2008,
c. 102; BacstHckmiz, 2013, c. 56, mpumeu. 14; Reicke,
1885, S. 4; Kants Briefe, 1911, S. 342; [Radke], 1901,
S. 91), ymommHari, 9To B OubiImoTeke 3HaMEHNTOrO
dmtocoda HacumTeiBasiock okos1o 500 kaur (Kan-
tiana, 1860, S. 56; cM. Taxoke: I'ysibira, 1977, c. 165).
Ha mtane, cocrasiienHoM B. Kypke, obo3Haue-
HO, 4TO Ha BTOPOM 3Take CTPOEHMS B COCETHVIX
KOMHaTax pacIioiarasivch JBe CIIIbHY, TPV 3TOM
camasi OoJIbIlIasi M3 HYX MCIIONIb30BaIach Kak Ou-
ormoreka (Kuhrke, 1924, S. 10; Immanuel Kant...,
1990, S. 345; Schnorr von Carolsfeld, 2000, S. 160).
Ha ocnose cxems! B. Kypke B yrity, B koTOpoM
CXOIVIJIVICh CTEHBI, CMEXKHBIE CO CTOJIOBOVI V1 MaJIOV
crniasipHert, B 3D-Mojier peKOHCTpyVpoBaHa Ie4b
sesteroro npera (Kuhrke, 1924, S. 10; cMm. Takxke:
Bacanckmni, 2013, c. 106). HarrpoTus Hee y BHerl-
HeVI CTeHBI MOIJIV HaXOAWUTHCS KHVDKHBIE IITKadbl.
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Image 5.The Dining Room in Kant’s House, 3D model

p. 56n14; Reicke, 1885, p. 4, Ohmann, 1911,
p- 342; Kant, 1901, p. 91), mentioned that Kant’s
library consisted of about 500 books (Reicke,
1860, p. 56; see also: Gulyga, 1977, p. 165).

Kuhrke’s plan indicates that there were two
adjoining bedrooms on the second floor, with
the bigger one used as a library (Kuhrke, 1924,
p- 10; Malter, 1990, p. 345; Schnorr von Carols-
feld, 2000, p. 160).

From Kuhrke’s plan, in the corner where the
walls adjacent to the dining room and the small
bedroom converged a green stove was recon-
structed (Kuhrke, 1924, p. 10; see also: Wasian-
ski, 1907, p. 372). Book-cases may have stood
opposite it. Between the windows was a ma-
hogany writing stand indicated in one version
of the will and mentioned in the list of Kant’s
estate made after Kant’s death as having been



Mexy okHaMM IIOCTaBJIEHO OIOpO (KOHTOpKa) 13
KpacHoro Jiepesa MaxaroHu. OHO yKa3aHO B Ofl-
HOM VI3 BapMaHTOB 3aBelllaHMsl, YIIOMSHYTO B CO-
cTaBjIeHHOV T1ocite cMepTn KaHTa ormicn mvyie-
CTBa KaK oOHapy>keHHOe B CIlaj/IbHe Hacylefoyare-
5. B 9epHOBUIKe 3aBelaHVIS TOBOPUTCS TaKXKe O
IIBYX MPaMOPHBIX TyaJIeTHBIX CTOJIaX C 3epKajlaMi
(Kuhrke, 1924, S. 10; AA 13; Anmerkungen, 1922,
S. 563; [Radke], 1901, S. 85). KonTOpKa peKkoHCTpY-
mpoBaHa 110 obpasiiam mebermt XVIII B. 3a ocHOBY
171 MOJIEIVIPOBaHVS MPaMOPHOIO CTOJIMKA, IIO-
MeIlIeHHOro B OMOmoTeke-criaibHe, IIPUHST 3KC-
IIOHAT, 3aIleYaT/IeHHbIN B JOKY MeHTaIbHOM PrThb-
Me «Vmmanywt KaaT n Kéaurcbepr». B Hem mo-
Kas3aHBI IIpefIMeThl 13 My3esi KaHTa, cperiy KOoTo-
PBIX KaMepa 3adpMKCHpOBaJla TyaJIeTHBIVI CTOJIVIK
(Agentur..., 1939, 10:05:56).

[TockompKy OmOimoTeka TakXke —CITyXKMiIa
CIiaJIbHeV, B HeWl JOJDKHA ObITh MeOesIb ISl HO4-
HOrO OTAbIXa. B Memyapax XxymoxeHmka @erita
Xanca IlInoppa ¢on Kaposnbcdernnaa (Veit Hanns
Schnorr von Carolsfeld), manmcasIiero moprper
dmrtocoda, ckazaHO 0 KpoBaT, CTOSIBIIIEV! Y OKHa
(Schnorr von Carolsfeld, 2000, S. 160). Korma Kans-
Ta HadasIy OfojieBaTh OOJIe3HM, CIyra TOXe CTal
CIIaTh B XO3SIVICKOV cCIajibHe-OmOimoTeke (Bacsan-
ckmi, 2013, c. 24, 74, 75). 3Ha4nNT, B HEV TIOSIBUIIOCH
e1ie OIHO CITaJIbHOe MeCTO.

[etasbHOe oOmcaHVe MHTepbepa JpPyrou He-
OOJIBITIION KOMHATBI, KOTOpast MHOTO JIeT VICIIOJIb-
30BaJIach B Ka4yeCTBe CIIaJIbBHM, OTCYyTCTByeT . Mo-
XeT OBITh, M3-3a TOro, uTo KaHT mouty HUKOMY
He paspelliail 3axoAuThb B Hee. Ilo mwrany Kypke,
Belrlent B 3Tom criayibHe Obwto HemHOro (Kuhrke,
1924, S. 10). ObcTaHOBKa B PEKOHCTPYMPOBAHHOM
CrlajIbHe O4YeHb acKeTW4Ha, 13 MeOesIn TOJIBKO
KpOBaTh U CYH/IYK, B YIJIy B KaMIHe TOPUT Or'OHb,
Ha KpoBaTh OpoIlleHa HOYHasl py0allika v KOJIaK.

Kabunem. KabuHer BbIXOOMII Ha BOCTOK, U3
Hero OTKpPBIBAJICS BUJI Ha caipl. DTO ObUIO IIPUST-

3O MOCTOSIHHO 3aKPBITOM OKHE CIajIbHV M ITOITOTOBKE
WM. KarTa ko cay cm.: (Hasse, 1804, S. 10; Bacstackmiz, 2013,
c. 24).

E.V. Baranova, V.N. Maslov, V. A. Vereshchagin

found in the testator’s bedroom. The draft of
the will also mentions two marble toilet tables
with mirrors (Kuhrke, 1924, p. 10; Koniglich
Preufdische Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1922
(AA 13), p. 563; Kant, 1901, p. 85). The writing
stand has been reconstructed in keeping with
specimens of eighteenth-century furniture. The
marble table placed in the library-cum-bed-
room is based on the exhibit shown in the doc-
umentary “Ostpreufien” (“East Prussia”). It
shows objects from the Kant museum among
which the camera picked out a toilet table
(Agentur Karl Hoffkes, 1939, 10:05:56).

Because the library also served as a bedroom
there must have been a bed. In the memoirs of
the artist Veit Hanns Schnorr von Carolsfeld,
who painted the philosopher’s portrait, there
is mention of a bed which stood at the window
(Schnorr von Carolsfeld, 2000, p. 160). When
Kant began to suffer from ill health his servant
slept in the master’s library-cum-bedroom (Wa-
sianski, 1907, pp. 333, 335). So, a second sleep-
ing place had been arranged.

No detailed description exists of the interi-
or of another small room which had been used
as a bedroom for many years®. This may be be-
cause Kant allowed very few people to enter it.
According to Kuhrke’s plan, there were few ob-
jects in the bedroom (Kuhrke, 1924, p. 10). The
furnishings in the reconstructed bedroom are
spartan: just a bed and a trunk, a burning fire
in the hearth, a nightgown and a sleeping cap
tossed on the bed.

The study. The study faced east, with a view
of gardens. It was a pleasant place where the
thinker developed his ideas undisturbed. The
room breathed simplicity and quiet seclusion,
free of the sounds of the city and the world.
There were two tables, a simple sofa, a few
chairs and a writing cabinet. In the middle was

* On the permanently closed bedroom window and

Kant’s preparation for sleep see: (Hasse, 1804, p. 10;
Wasianski, 1907, pp. 267-268).
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HOe MEeCTO, I7Ie MBICJIITETh MOT CIIOKOVIHO Pa3B-
BaThb CBOM Mizien. Bcsl KoMHaTa ApIITasia IIpoCcTOTON
¥ TVIXOVI yeOHEeHHOCTHIO, CcBODOION OT 3BYKOB I'O-
porma v Mupa. 37aech HaXOOVUIIVCh [IBa CTOJIA, IIPO-
CTOVI AViBaH, HECKOJIBKO CTYJIbeB 1 cekpeTep. Ilo-
cepeiHe OCTaBaJIOCh ITYCTOe MECTO, uepe3 KOTo-
poe MOXXHO ObLIO T0OpaThCs 10 OapoMmeTpa 1 Tep-
MoMeTpa. B 3Toil koMHaTe MBICTINTEIb OOBIYHO
CUielI B CBOEM JIepeBSIHHOM IOIYKPYIJIOM KpeciTe
Ha TpeHore 1100 3a padouMM CTOJIOM, JIMOO IIOo-
BEpPHYBIINCH K JIBepy, KOrfia OblJI TOJIONEH U C He-
TeprieHvieM xpaaj1 rocreit (Hasse, 1804, S. 4—6). Ha
crene Buces1 v noprpet JKan-’Kaka Pycco. A. B. T'y-
JIbITa nvicar: «Ecim yepes mpusMy HBIOTOHOBCKMIX
ypaBHeHMIT KEHUTCOeprcKmm pmitocod cMoTpert
Ha 6ecnpenenLHbH71 3BE3IHBIVI MVIP, TO IIapaIOKChI
Pycco momorm eMy 3amIsSHYTh B TalfHUKM YeJIo-
Bedeckov gymmm» (I'yieira, 1977, c. 169).

B kabuHeTe cMomenMpoBaHBI [IBa CTOJIA, IIO
cs1oBaM D. BacsHCKOTo, «CoBepIlieHHO OObIYHBIE 11
HIYeM He Bblatoriecs» (Bacsuckni, 2013, c. 28).
Ha Hux nexanm pykommcy v KHUrn. Taxxe Boc-
IIpOV3BeIeHbl CTEHBbI, TeMHBbIe OT [IbIMa TPyOKM
Y CBETWJIbHMKA, «TaK UYTO MOXHO OBUIO IIMCaTh
rasteiieM Ha creHe» (Kuehn, 2001, p. 276). 3a pa-
60urM cTosioM KaHT roToBmics K JIeKIVM, a Bep-
HYBIIVCE C eXKeJIHEeBHOV IIPOTyJIKY, BHOBb CalIVI-
Cs1 3a HEro M 4YmTaJl JI0 HaCTyIUIeHsI TEMHOTBL

B cymepkax dpuiocod obmymMbIBal mpodmTaH-
HOe VI IIPOVI3HEeCEHHOe BO BpeMs JIEKIINVI, CUIIS
KaK 31IMOVI, TaK ¥ JIETOM OKOJIO II€YKW, OT KOTOPOW
OH Yepe3 OKHO MOT BUIIeTh OartHio JIé0eHXTCKOT
nepksu (Kaprp, 1991, c. 21). Ha cxeme B. Kypke B
3TOVI KOMHaTe HeT Ileuy, II03TOMY He ObUIO ee U
B IlepBOHAYaJIBHOM BapyaHTe PeKOHCTPYKIINM,
Ho M. Kion (Kuehn, 2001, p. 276), D. Bacsrckum n
I'. Kapsib iuiryT o ee Hasmamy B KabviHeTe, Ha Oc-
HOBaHWM 4ero ObUIO NPUHHATO pellleHne Iepere-
JIaTh peKOHCTpYyKIio. Bripouem, Ha cxeme Kypke
BUJIHO, YTO IIeYb HaxOOWIach B IIPUIXOXeV ¥ Of-
HOVI CTOPOHOVI BEIXOWMJIA B KaOwmHer.

Ha pekoHCTpyMpOBaHHOV KOHTOPKE JIEXXWUT
TPeyroJIKa, KOTopas BOCCO3IaHa I10 COXpaHVBIIIEV-
cs1 potorpadpum 13 mysest V1. Kanra B Kéunrcoep-
re, a Ha IOTHOCE CTOUT YaIlka 4as. [To Bocriomm-
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an empty space so as to give access to the ba-
rometer and thermometer. In this room Kant
usually sat in his wooden semi-circular chair
on a tripod or at the working desk or facing the
door when he was hungry and could not wait
for the guests to arrive (Hasse, 1804, pp. 4-6).
On the wall hung a portrait of Jean-Jacques
Rousseau. Arseniy V. Gulyga (1977, p. 169)
wrote: “While the Konigsberg philosopher
looked at the boundless starry sky through the
prism of Newton’s equations, the paradoxes of
Rousseau enabled him to peep into the inner
recesses of the human soul.”

In the study we have modelled two tables,
“very ordinary, nothing special”, as Ehregott
A. Wasianski (1907, p. 36) notes. On them were
manuscripts and books. We have also repro-
duced the walls so dingy from the smoke from
the pipe and the lamp that “one cold write with
a finger on the wall” (Kuehn, 2001, p. 276). The
philosopher prepared for his lectures at the
working desk. Returning from his daily walks
Kant resumed his place at the working desk
and read until dark fell.

In the twilight the philosopher ruminat-
ed over what he had read and uttered during
his lecture, sitting — in winter and in sum-
mer — before a hearth from where he could see
through the window the tower of the Lobenicht
Church (Karl, 1924, p. 18). In Kuhrke’s scheme
there is no hearth in this room, which is why
it was not in the original version of the recon-
struction. But Manfred Kuehn (2001, p. 276),
Wasianski and G. Karl (Karl Gustav Springer)
write that there was a hearth in the study, so
we decided to change our reconstruction. Any-
way, it can be seen in Kuhrke’s scheme that the
hearth was located in the anteroom, with one of
its sides in the study.

On the reconstructed writing desk lies a tri-
corn hat, recreated from a surviving photo-
graph from the Kant museum in Koénigsberg,
and a cup of tea on a tray. From reminiscenc-



Puc. 6. Kabunem V. Kanma, mpexmeprasn modess

HaHMSM, CTOWIIO YacaM mpobuTe 15Tk, KaHT yxe
CUJIes 3a CTOJIOM, YTOOBI BBIIIUTD YaIIIKy 4ast, KO-
TOPYIO OH B Pa3dyMbsiX, a TaKXKe I TOTO, YTOOBI
OHa OCTaBasIach TEIJIOV, HAaIIOJTHJT CHOBA V1 CHOBA,
TaK YTO B VITOTe OH BBIIVBAJI YK€ JBe YallKl, a TO
u Gostee. ITpu 3TOM, HajleBas ISl TaKOro Cirydasi
Ha TrOJIOBY ITOHOIIEHHYIO IIUIAITY, (PrIocod BHIKY-
pVBaJI eIMHCTBEeHHYIO 3a Bech JIeHb TPyOKy, IIpu-
TOM C TaKOV CKOPOCTBIO, UTO B Hell OCcTaBaJics Tile-
IOIIVIVI KOHYC TTeIljIa, KOTOPBIVI OH OOBIYHO MIMeHO-
BaJl «royUlaHALeM» (Bacsrckmiz, 2013, c. 28). Tpy©-
Ka 1 Tabakepka 13 pora Oymsosia (Kantiana, 1860,
S. 18) ntexxar Ha cekpeTepe (puc. 6).

T'ocmunasa. Ha BropoM 3Take B IIpaBOVI 4acTy
noma Haxommiiack rocruHas (Kapme, 1991, c. 19;
Jachmann, 1907, S. 165). OHa pacmosaraiace ps-
ZIOM C KaOnHeTOM; YTOOBI IONaCTh B HETO, IPY3bs
dmrtocodpa Beerma mpoxomyuIN Yepes 3Ty KOMHa-
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Image 6. Kant’s Study, 3D model

es, as the clock struck five, Kant was already at
the table to drink a cup of tea which he, lost in
thought, filled and refilled to keep it warm, so
he ended up having two cups or more. Wear-
ing a worn hat for the occasion, the philoso-
pher smoked the single pipe of the day, doing
it with a speed that left a smouldering tip of ash
which he used to call “the Dutchman” (Wasian-
ski, 1907, p. 40). The pipe and the tobacco box
made from buffalo horn (Reicke, 1860, p. 18) lie
on the writing desk (Image 6).

The drawing room. The drawing room was
on the second floor in the right-hand part of
the house (Karl, 1924, p. 15; Jachmann, 1907,
p- 165). It was located next to the study so that
the philosopher’s friends had to pass through
it on their way to the study. Those invited to
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Ty. I[lpurnamesHple Ha 0Oefpl He OCTaHaBIIVIBa-
JIVICh B TOCTMHOVI; OHYM Cpa3y LIJIM B KaOMHeT, a 13
Hero, He 3a/IepXX1BasiCh, IIepeMelIaIiCh B CTOJIO-
BYI0 (cM., Harp.: Reusch, 1849, S. 9).

OTa KOMHara ObLIa, TIO)KaJIyVi, CaMOVi Hapsi/i-
Hoit B goMme Kanra. ITpu stom V1. Xacce Bcriomm-
HaJI, YTO TOCTVHAs He OT/INYalach IIBIIITHOCTRIO. B
Hevl CTosIIN codpa, HECKOJIBKO TOKPBITBIX XOJICTOM
CTYJIbeB, CTEKJISIHHBIV ITKad ¢ HeCKOJIbKMMM dpap-
dopoBeIMI M3TEIMSAMU 11 OIOPO, MJIN ceKpeTep, B
koTopoM KaHT xpaHm1 cepebpo 11 teHeXXHbIe cOe-
pexxenns. Ha ogHov 113 cTeH ObLI yKpeIUleH Tep-
MoMmetp (Hasse, 1804, S. 7; cMm. Taxxe: Kapsp, 1991,
c. 20; Gause, 1974, S. 98—99; Kaccupep, 1997, c. 326;
Kuehn, 2001, p. 272—-273).

B pexoHcTpyKuMM HpefcTaBieH YHUKAIbHBIN
npenmer — dapdoposasi OysbOHHAs Iapa, MO-
napenHad V. KaaTty B 1795 r. Ha wamky HaHeceH
noptpet dpusocoda. Ppancya Teomop ne Jlarapn,
(Frangois Théodore de Lagarde) B 3Hax Garopap-
HOCTM 3a ITyOJIMKAIIMIo B ero OeprMHCKOM WM3fa-
TesIbcTBe «KpUTHMKM CIIOCOOHOCTM CyXIIeHWs» B
1790 r. mpenonrec KanTy Takom nomapok. Kax
OTHV 113 HEMHOT X COXPaHWBILIVIXCS Belller], Jalll-
Ka C KPBIIIKOV ¥ OJTIOfIleM HaxXOOWJIVCh B My3ee
Kénnrcbepra B yiicOypre, a 3aTreM ObUIn Ilepe-
nanel B Mysent Bocrounont Ipyccun B JTioneGypre
(Immanuel Kant, 2004, S. 204). ITporecc monenu-
POBaHMS JaHHOTO IIpeaMeTa ObUT OUYeHb KPOIIOT-
JIVIB M3-3a CJIOKHOTO PUCYHKA-TEKCTYPBI M CaMOVI
MOZIeTIV YalllL.

kX *

Pexoncrpykumsa noma Kanrta B KénwurcOepre
B 3D — HauasbHBIN 3Tan mpoekTa «2moxa Vim-
Manywia Kanra», ocymectsigemoro B banTui-
ckoM deriepasibHOM yHMBepcuTeTe nM. V. Kan-
Ta. B majpHerimeM coBMecTHO co creraIvcTaMu
MI'Y wm. M. B. JlomoHocoBa OymeT cosmaHa WH-
TepaKTUBHas 3KCKypCHs: IO IOMY MOXHO Oyrer
repeMeIaThes, MOSBUTCS 3BYKOBOe COITPOBOXK/Ie-
HIe Ha PYCCKOM ¥ aHIJIMVICKOM SI3bIKaX, OTHeIb-
HbIe IIpeJIMeTHI IoJIyYaT VCTOpUYecKye CIIpaBKM,
Ha Cco3[IaBaeMOM MHTepHeT-pecypce Takxe OyayT
JOCTYIIHBI TEKCThI HEKOTOPBIX VICTOYHVKOB.
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share the dinners did not stay in the anteroom,
passing straight to the study and from there,
without lingering, to the dining room (see, for
example: Reusch, 1849, p. 9).

It was the brightest looking room in Kant’s
house, although I. Hasse noted that the draw-
ing room was far from luxurious. It had a sofa,
several chairs covered with sack cloth, a glass
cupboard with a few pieces of china and a writ-
ing stand in which Kant kept his silver and
cash savings. There was a thermometer on a
wall (Hasse, 1804, p. 7; see also: Karl, 1924,
p- 16; Gause, 1974, pp. 98-99; Cassirer, 1921,
pp- 385-386; Kuehn, 2001, pp. 272-273).

One unique object featured in the recon-
struction is a porcelain soup cup and sau-
cer which was presented to Kant in 1795. On
the cup is the philosopher’s portrait. Frangois
Théodore de Lagarde presented it to Kant in
1790 in gratitude for the publication of the Cri-
tique of Judgement in a Berlin publishing house.
Along with the few surviving things, the cup
with a cup and saucer were at the Museum City
of Konigsberg in Duisburg before being hand-
ed over to the East Prussian Regional Museum
in Luneburg (Grimoni and Will, 2004, p. 204).
Modelling this object was a painstaking process
because of the complicated texture of the draw-
ing and the cup.

% X

The 3D reconstruction of Kant’s house in
Konigsberg is the initial stage of the project
“The Epoch of Immanuel Kant”, implement-
ed by the Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal Uni-
versity. Subsequently, in collaboration with
specialists from the Lomonosov Moscow State
University, an interactive excursion to the
house will be created with audio commentary
in Russian and English, and historical reference
notes for some exhibits. Texts of some sources
will be available on the internet resources being
created.



ABmopul Boipaskaiom npusHaAmMeAsbHOCb nouem-
Homy npopeccopy Uncmumyma gpurocogpuu Yuu-
Bepcumema Mapbypea, cmapuiemy HAyuHOMY CO-
mpyonuxy bepauncxo-bpandenbypeckoi axademuu
Hayx Bepnepy IImapxy 3a okasanuyo KoHCYyAvma-
YUOHHYI0 N000ePIKKY NPpU peasusayuil npoexma.

Hannoe uccaedobanue npoBedeno npu gunarco-
Bout noddepxxe Munucmepcmba nayku u Bvicuie-
20 obpasobanus Poccuiicko @Dedepayuu, npoexm
Ne 075-15-2019-1929 «Kanmuanckas payuoHatb-
HoCmb U ee nomenyuas 6 cobpementoi Hayke, mex-
HOA02UAX U COYUAALHBLX UHCTUMYMAX», peasu3le-
Mol Ha base baamuiickoeo ghedeparvrozo yHubepcu-
mema um. V. Kanma (Karununepao).
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KAHT: PRO ET CONTRA

YAOK 1(091):111:111.1

KPUTUKA
OHTOJIOITMYECKOI'O APTYMEHTA
M VIHTEPIIPETALIVISI
KAHTOBCKOI'O YUEHWI
OB UIIEAJIE PASYMA Y &. B. V1. INEJUIVHTA

A. B. IlIamxyav'

B yeasx pexoncmpyxyuu KpumuKxu OHmMoA02UHECK020
doxasamenscmba bvimus Boea 8 ghunocopuu @. B. U. Illes-
AuHea paccmampubaemcs eeo uHmepnpemayus OHmo-
A0euteckoeo apeymenma y Ancesvma Kenmepbepuiicko-
eo u Iexapma, a mawxe oyenka Llerruneom kpumuxu
KaHmMoBcKo20 OHMoA02UYeCK020 00Kasamesscmba Ovimus
Boea. Ilpeoaaeaemcs pexoncmpykyus yuenus Ilessunea
0 HeCOMHeHHOM Dblmuu, Komopoe He Moxcern Dbl 0ey-
yupobaro u3 nonAmus coboxyntocmu eeeo B03moxKH020,
a nomomy 00/XHo ynpexoamv Beaxyio Muicaumocs. Cam
PAasyM mpakmyemcs. UM KaK uMeroujuil SKCmamusecKyro
npupody, nosazaoujyio npedulecmbyroujee emy HecomHe -
Hoe Obimue. Dmo nosboasem Llesruney chopmyaupobams
cobcmBennyto Bepcuto mesuca eourcmba ObimMus u Mbluile-
HUS, C02AACHO KOmopoil 6 makom eduncmBe Ovimue ecv
nepboe, a MviuileHUe — MOAbKO nociedyioujee. Ha smom
¢hone anarusupyemcs unmepnpemayus Llesruneom yue-
Hus Kanma 06 udease pasyma. Illesrune, ¢ 00HOU CHIOPOHDL,
coeaacen ¢ Karmom 6 mom, umo Ovimue He ecrniv peasviblil
npeduxam, a cmao 0bims, deiicmbumenvtoe cyujecmboba-
Hue HeB03MOXHO O0edyyupoBams u3 cyuwHocmu 6 cmovicae
«umo». Ho, ¢ Opyeoti cmoponsi, 8 npomubonosoxHocno
Kanmy o cuumaem, umo HyxHo npeonosaeams oericmbu-
mevHoe cyujecmbobatiuie abcoAOMHO20 UHOUBUOYAALHORO
cyujeeo, komopoe bydem cydvexmom 045 Beex Bo3MOXKHDbIX
npedukamod u dvimiLe KomMopo2o SKCMAMuUecku noiazaen
pasym kax Breuinee cebe. Cmabumes 6onpoc 00 akmyars-
Hocmu muicau Llesrunea 045 coBpemeHHOT OHMOA0UL,
npesxde Bceeo 8 npeodosenuu oHmo-meo-10euu. C onopor
Ha pabomuvl XK.-@. Kypmuna u J1. Teneeau Bvidessiiomces
08a enaBHbIX MOMEHMA UeAAUH20BCK020 YJUeH s, KOIOpble
3Hauumol 6 amotl cbasu: (1) npuopumem cyujecmbobarus
Hao cyuyHocmoto 8 bvimuu boea, (2) npunyunuaivhas He-

! Caukr-IleTepOyprexkmmrocygapcTBeHHBI YHUBEPCUTET.
199034, Poccusi, Camkr-IletepOypr, YHUBepcurTeTcKas
Hab., 1. 7—9.

Iocmynuaa 8 pedaxyuro: 28.05.2021 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2021-3-2

KANT: PRO ET CONTRA

SCHELLING’S CRITICISM
OF ONTOLOGICAL ARGUMENT
AND INTERPRETATION
OF KANT’S DOCTRINE
OF THE IDEAL OF REASON

A. B. Patkul!

To reconstruct a critique of the ontological proof
of the existence of God in Schelling’s philosophy I ex-
amine his interpretation of the ontological argqument
by Anselm of Canterbury and Descartes as well as
Schelling’s assessment of the critique of the Kantian
ontological proof of the existence of God. I propose a
reconstruction of Schelling’s account of undoubted be-
ing which cannot be deduced from the concept of the
totality of all that is possible and therefore must come
before any thought. He interprets reason as having an
ecstatic nature which posits precedent undoubted being.
This enables Schelling to formulate his own version of
the thesis on the unity of being and thought, whereby
being comes first and thought is only second. Against
this background I analyse Schelling’s interpretation of
the Kantian account of the ideal of reason. Schelling,
on the one hand, agrees with Kant that being is not a
real predicate, hence real existence cannot be deduced
from essence in the sense of “what.” But, on the other
hand, in contrast to Kant, he believes that real exist-
ence of the individual absolute must be assumed, which
would be the subject for all possible predicates and
whose being is ecstatically posited by reason as being
external to itself. I raise the question of the relevance of
Schelling’s thought for modern ontology, above all in
overcoming ontotheology. Proceeding from the works of
J. F. Courtine and L. Tengelyi I single out two aspects
of Schelling’s doctrine that are relevant to my subject:
(1) the priority of existence over essence in God’s being
and (2) the fundamental irreducibility of God to a nec-
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cbooumocms Boea k Heobxo0umo cyuecmBytouemy cyuje-
cmBy, m.e. c6oboda boea. CmanoBumcs oueBudHbIM, 4mo
8 cboert unmepnpemayuu Kanwma Illesrune Heckoavko
ynpoujaen xo0 e20 MblcAU, He NPOACHAA, KAK KOHKPENHO
y Kanma c6asanvl nonamus 1eodxo0umoi cyujHocmu u
BcecoBepuienteniuien CywHOCU, 1 YO MaKue NOHAMUA
camoeo Illesrunen, kak «CAYUAUHOCHIb», «CAYHAUHAS He-
00X00UMOCHTb», «ONbIN UEAUKOM» mpedytom datbHeliuier
1npobeMamusayuu.

KatoueBvie cao0Ba: onmosoeuneckutn apeymenm,
Ovimue u MbluiaeHUe, CYuHOCMb, cyujecmbobanue, He-
eamubuas pusocogpus, nosumubnaa gpusocogpus, oH-
mo-meosoeus, Amncesvm Kewmepbepuiickuii, Hekapm,
Kanm, llearune

1. Beegenmne

Tax HasbIBaeMBIVI OHTOJIOTMYECKUVI apryMeHT,
TO eCTh [I0Ka3aTeJIbCTBO AEVICTBUTEILHOIO CyIIle-
cTBOBaHM: bora BHe KOHEYHOro yMa Ha OCHOBaHMM
cofiepKaHMsl ero IOHATVSA, KOTOpoe JaHO TaKOMY
yMy, MMeeT JIJaBHIOI0 mcTopuio. Ee Hauasio ipyHsATO
BO3BOIMTB K JIOKa3aTeIbCcTBY ObITHs bora, mipemsio-
xeHHOMY B «[ Ipocriornone» AxcesrbmoMm KenTepbe-
purickuM (cM.: AHcerrbM KeHTtepbepuiickmii, 1996,
c. 128—130), a To 1 paHee — K y4eHMIO O ObITUM
ITapmenwia Drtevickoro. VicTopuisi 3Ta pOTSHYJIach
BIUIOTb JI0 CerofHsIIHero nHs. [losuimm riaBHbIX
repoeB ee — KaK CTOPOHHMKOB OHTOJIOTYeCKOTO
aprymenTa (P dekapt, b. Crinmnosa, I B. ®. I'eress,
A. InaHTHHra), TaK 1 ero HpoTMBHMKOB (Poma Ak-
BuHCKMY, 1. IOM, V1. KanT) — Gortee vy MeHee 113-
BeCTHBI 3a/IHTepecOBaHHOMY UMTaTeJIio.

Ilesv HaCTOMIIETO WCCTIEIOBAHWMS COCTOUT B
TOM, UTOOBI PEKOHCTPYMPOBATh TPAKTOBKY OHTO-
JIOTIYeCcKOro apryMeHTa 1 OIleHKY ero 000cHOBaH-
HOCTM ellle y ofHoro gwiocoda, MM KOTOPOro
IIOKa He3ac/Iy>KeHHO PeIKO CBA3bIBaeTCs C JaHHO
rpobrremarvikons, — D.B. . Ulesmmmara, a Takxke
BBISIBUTH BO3MOKHOCTM JaJIBHEVIIIIETO VICTIONb30-
BaHMS apryMeHTallV TaKoro porla, HaMeueHHBIe
3TUM MbICTIUTeNIeM. B mcTopuko-dmtocodckon
IIepCcreKTBe aKTyaJIbHOCTb JaHHOIO MCCiIeloBa-
HMS COCTOUT B TOM, YTOOBI IIpMBJIeYb BHUMaHMe
K [IlesumMHIy Kak OIHOV M3 3HaYMMBIX PUTYP B
VICTOPUW OCMBICJIEHVSI OHTOJIOTMYeCKOrO apry-

A. B. Patkul

essarily existent being, i.e. God'’s freedom. It is evident
that, in his interpretation of Kant, Schelling somewhat
simplifies his train of thought and leaves it unclear how
Kant links the concepts of necessary being and the su-
premely perfect being. It is also evident that Schelling’s
concepts of “contingency,” “contingent necessity,”
“the whole experience” need further study.

Keywords: ontological argument, being and
thought, being, existence, negative philosophy, positive
philosophy, ontotheology, Anselm of Canterbury, Des-
cartes, Kant, Schelling

1. Introduction

The ontological argument, i.e. proof of the
existence of God outside finite reason on the
basis of the content of this concept with which
reason is endowed has a long history. It is
usually traced to the proof of the existence of
God proposed by Anselm of Canterbury in his
Proslogion (see: Anselm of Canterbury, 2000,
pp- 93-95), and even earlier to Parmenides of
Elea. The story continues down to this day. An
engaged reader will be familiar with its protag-
onists, both the proponents of the ontological
argument (Descartes, Spinoza, Hegel, Plantin-
ga) and its opponents (Thomas Aquinas, Hume
and Kant).

The objective of this study is to reconstruct
the interpretation of the ontological argument
and its critique by Schelling, a philosopher
who has not been given justice in connection
with this problem, and to reveal the untapped
potential in the use of his arguments. In the
historical-philosophical perspective, the rele-
vance of this study consists in drawing atten-
tion to Schelling as a significant figure in the
history of the ontological argument. However,
the study is also relevant to the current state
of systematic philosophy, since Schelling’s
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A.b. [Tatkynp

MeHTa. HO mpoBeieHHOe cciIefioBaHMe aKTyalb-
HO VI JIJIS1 TEKYILIErO COCTOSTHMSI CYCTEMAaTIIeCKOV
dvtocodpvn: 3amannble HleumHTOM HTepcrieKT-
BBl VICIIOJIb30BaHMs 3TOTO apryMeHTa MOTYT [JaTh
3aMeTHBIVI VIMITYJIBC JIJIsI COBpEeMeHHBIX CCITeIo-
BaHMUM B 00J1aCTV OHTOJIOr MM M (PYIIOCOPCKO Te-
onornmn. Takast sHaumMocTh durypsl lllemwiara
JUIs HbIHeIIHel WIocoCKor CUTyallum IIOf-
TBEPXKIIAeTCs VI ITyOJIMKAIISIMY, TIOCBSAIIIEHHBIMIL
B TOM YVICJIe IIeJUIMHTOBCKOV TPAaKTOBKe OHTOJIO-
I'MYeCKOro apryMeHTa, KOTOpble TOSIBUJINCH 3a PY-
OeXxoM B TIOCTIE[THVIE AEeCSATUIIETIS VI Ha KOTOPBIe
3TO WCCIIeIOBaHVE BO MHOIOM OPVIEHTMPYETCH.
Cpemyt aBTOPOB 3TVX TPYAOB MOXKHO Ha3BaTh TaKyie
mMeHa, Kak 1. Xerpux (Henrich, 1960), XX.-®. Map-
ke (Marquet, 1985), 2K.-®. Kyprus (Courtine, 1990),
A. ©@panr (Franz, 1992), I1. Tpasuamu (Trawny, 2002),
J1. Teurerm (Tengelyi, 2015) un gp. V3 mccienosa-
HWUVI OTEUeCTBEHHBIX aBTOPOB Oe3yCIIOBHYIO 3Ha-
YMMOCTB J1711 0OCY KITaeMOVI TeMaTVKM MMEIOT pa-
60ter I1. B. Pe3Bbix (Pe3Brix, 2003) 1 A. B. Kprues-
ckoro (Kprruesckmrr, 2009; 2011).

CrouT OTMETUTH, YTO B TeX CIIydasiX, Korga o
[esymHTe BCe ke 3aXOAUT Peyb B CBA3M C OHTO-
JIOTVIYeCKVIM apryMeHTOM, ero OOBIYHO OTHOCST K
MPOTMBHMKAM OHTOJIOIMIYECKOTO JI0Ka3aTesIbCTBa
ObrTiss bora. DT0, HampyuMep, MOXXHO YBUJIETH y
Xarizrerrepa, CTaBSIero ero B OOVH Psifi C KpU-
TUKaMV OHTOJIOTMUeCKOro aprymeHra — domont
AxsunckuM 1 KanTom (Heidegger, 1996, S. 71). B
JAHHOVI CBSI3M1 MOXKHO KOHCTAaTMpPOBaTh, YTO B 3a-
Jadn MCciIeIoBaHMs BXOOUT He TOIbKO (1) BBISB-
JIeHVie OCHOBHBIX OCOOEHHOCTeVI TPaKTOBKM OHTO-
sorudeckoro aprymenra y llesmmara — kax (a) B
OIope Ha ero MHTePIIPeTaINIO MCTOPUV IIpeIIe-
CTByIOIIEN eMy prTocodpCKovt MBICTIN, TakK 1 (b) B
OpMeHTaIIM Ha ero cOOCTBeHHYI0 (PVIOCOPCKYIO
TIO3UIIVIIO, HO U (2) IIpoBepKa Ha OCHOBAHWN pe-
KOHCTPYKIIMW IIe/UIVHTOBCKOTO VICTOJIKOBAHWIS
KaHTOBCKOTO yueHMs o0 measie pasyma TOro, He
COXPAHWJIOCH JIVI B IIOPSIJIKE pa3sBepTHIBAHIS MbIC-
mm camoro lllervHra HEKOTOPOVI aHAJIOTMVI OH-
TOJIOTTYeCKOVI apr'yMeHTaIM, 1 eCJIn [1a, TO B Ka-
KOM VIMEHHO BUJIe OHa IIPVCYTCTBYeT B €ro pnIo-
codpum. K 3amagam vccenoBaHMs: OTHOCUTCS TaK-
Xe (3) BbISICHEHME TOro, IO3BOJISIET JIV IIeJIJINMH-
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thinking on the perspective of the use of this
argument may give a fillip to modern research
in ontology and philosophical theology. The
significance of Schelling for the current phil-
osophical situation is borne out by the pub-
lications, devoted among other things to
Schelling’s treatment of the ontological argu-
ment that have appeared in recent decades and
on which I have drawn in many ways. Among
the authors of these works mention should be
made of Dieter Henrich (1960), Jean-Francois
Marquet (1985), Jean-Francois Courtine (1990),
Albert Franz (1992), Peter Trawny (2002), Lasz-
16 Tengelyi (2015) and others. Among authors
in Russia the works of Petr V. Rezvykh (2003)
and Andrey V. Krichevsky (2009; 2011) are
eminently relevant to the problem under dis-
cussion here.

It has to be noted that whenever Schelling
is mentioned in connection with the ontolog-
ical argument he is usually seen as an oppo-
nent of the ontological proof of the existence
of God. One finds it, for example, in Heideg-
ger who brackets him together with such crit-
ics of the ontological argument as Thomas
Aquinas and Kant (Heidegger, 1996, p. 71). In
this connection I have to say that my research
is aimed not only at revealing the main fea-
tures of Schelling’s interpretation of the on-
tological argument both in (a) reliance on his
interpretation of the history of preceding phil-
osophical thought and in (b) orientation to-
wards his own philosophical position, but
also (2) at verifying, through reconstruction,
whether, in unfolding his own case, Schelling
has retained a certain analogy with the onto-
logical argument, and if so, in what shape it is
present in his philosophy. Among other tasks
of my research is also (3) determining whether
Schelling’s interpretation of the ontological ar-
gument permits going beyond ontotheological



rOBCKasl TPAKTOBKA OHTOJIOTMYECKOrO apryMeHTa
BBIVITV 3a IIpe/esIbl VIMEIOIeV] OHTO-TeO-JIorye-
CKOe CTpoeHMe MeTapM3MKM, a 3HaYUT, TI0-HOBO-
My IIOCTaBUTb BOIIPOCHI 1 O CYIIIeM KaK TaKOBOM, U
0 OoxxecTBeHHOM. PerrteHnro oTmx 3amad IIocBdIIe-
HBbI COOTBeTCTBYIOH_U/Ie pasneiibl CTaTbl. B 3axJ1ro-
YeHWM COIEepPKaTcsl IJIaBHbBIE BBIBOIBI M3 IIpOfie-
JIAHHOTO VICCIIEZIOBAHS I HAMEYAIOTCS ero J1ajlb-
HeVIIIe IepcreKTBEL Cpeny VCIIOIb30BaHHBIX
MEeTOIIOB MOXXHO BBIIEJINTH MCTOPUKO-prtocod-
CKYIO peKOHCTPYKLU/IIO, aHaJins, B TOM 4VICJIe CpaB-
HWTEJIbHBIV, a TAaK)Ke VHTePIIPeTaIyIo.

2. TpakTOBKa TpaAMIIMOHHBIX (popM
OHTOJIOrM4YecKoro aprymenTa y Illennmara

YKa’keM OCHOBHBIE MOMEHTHI B TPAaKTOBKE OH-
ToJIorMyeckoro aprymeHnTa y lllemmara.

Bo-nepBuix, MO)XHO KOHCTaTHPOBaTh, YTO OH 00-
pariaeTcs K criocoOy JoKa3aTeIbcTa ObITis bora,
IIpeVIOKEHHOMY y>kKe AHCeIIbMOM, VMIMEHYS €ero
«CTapeiIIIent (AHCeITBMOBCKOVT) POpMOVI* OHTOJIOI M-
yecKoro f1okasaresnscrBa» (Iermmar, 2000, c. 207
Schelling, 1858a, S. 157). Yxe 3mech, cunTaeT OH,
BUIHA CrelvdMKa TaKOV apryMeHTaIluiL: OTTasl-
KMBasICh OT CyIITHOCTM bBora, ero wmmemn, 3mech 3a-
KJTIOYAIOT O CYIIIeCTBOBAaHMM IIpPeIMeTa, COOTBET-
cTBytoriero ston miee. Cam ke OHTOJIOIMTYECKUT
aprymeHT y AncenbpMa IllermHr BocmponssoguT
CTIEIYFOIIIVIM OOpa30oM: «...BBICITIee, IIPEeBhIIIIe KOTO-
poro HiuJero HeT, quo majus non datur’, ects bor,
HO BBICIIIee He ObUIO OBl BBICIIINIM, eciIu OBl He Cy-
I1IeCTBOBaJIO, 0O Torfga MbI MOIJIM OBl IIpefcTa-
BUTD ceDe HeKYIO CyIITHOCTB, KOTOpasi IIPeBOCXOI V-
71a OBI €ro B CyIIIeCTBOBAHMM, U OHO yKe He ObIIo
6er BeIcIIIM» (ILlesmmmar, 2000, c. 207, Schelling,
1858a, S. 157). Ho IllesuImHT Ipm 3TOM 3a7aeTcs BO-
IIPOCOM, O3HAYaeT JIM 3TO YTO-IMOO MHOE, YeM To,
YTO B BBICIIIEV CYIITHOCTV HaMM lke ObLJIO TIOMBIC-
JIeHO cyIecTBoBaHMe. Ecit oTBeT Ha 3TOT BOmpoc
yTBEepIOUTeNIeH, TO apryMeHT AHcelIbMa COHEep KUT
B ceOe TaBTOJIOTMIO, TIOCKOJIbKY HeKas CYIIHOCTb
M3HavaIbHO ObLIa OIlpefiesieHa Kak BBICIIIasl B TOM
CMBICJIe, YTO OHa O0JIajlaeT CyIIleCTBOBaHMEM.

2 B opurmaare: Wendung,.
3 BortbIlie KOTOPOro [HIYero] He HaHo (J1aT.).
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metaphysics and hence raising the question of
being as such and of the divine. These prob-
lems are addressed in the corresponding parts
of the article. The Conclusion sums up the re-
sults of the study and opens up prospects for
further research. The methods used include
historical-philosophical reconstruction, analy-
sis, including comparative analysis, and inter-
pretation.

2. Schelling’s Interpretation of Traditional
Forms of the Ontological Argument

The following are the main features of
Schelling’s interpretation of the ontological ar-
gument.

First, his method of proving the existence
of God goes back to Anselm (“The oldest
(Anselmian) use of the ontological proof?”?)
(Schelling, 1858a, p. 157). Already here, he be-
lieves, one can see the gist of the argument:
proceeding from the essence of the idea of God,
the conclusion is drawn about the existence of
the object corresponding to this idea. As for
Anselm’s ontological argument proper, Schel-
ling (1858a, p. 157) presents it in the follow-
ing way: “[...] the greatest, greater than which
nothing exists, quo majus non datur, is God, but
the greatest would not be the greatest if it did
not exist, for then we could conceive of a be-
ing that would surpass it in existence and it
would no longer be the greatest.”® But Schelling
asks whether it may mean anything other than
that in the supreme being we already think ex-
istence. If the answer is in the affirmative then
Anselm’s argument is tautological because a
being has been initially declared to be supreme
in the sense that it exists.

2 “Die dlteste (Anselmische) Wendung des ontologischen
Beweises.”

* “Das Hdéchste, woriiber nichts ist, quo majus non datur, ist
Gott, aber das Hochste wire nicht das Hochste, wenn es nicht
existirte, denn wir konnten uns alsdann ein Wesen vorstellen,
das die Existenz vor ihm voraus hatte, und es wire dann nicht
mehr das Hochste.”
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Bo-6mopuix, Gorlee TOHKYIO BEPCUIO OHTOJIOIV-
YecKoro JoKasaresibcTBa, o MHeHuro 1leruinara,
npenyioxwi P. [lekapt. VImMeHHO 3TVM T0Ka3aTesIb-
CTBOM «B 3HAYUTEJILHO OOJIBIIIEN CTeleHM, YeM
BCeM TeM, YTO OH yTBepxkIlasl 0 Hadaax pusIoco-
v, [TlekapT orrpenesiit Bece JTaTbHeVIIIee pasBu-
e HoBom dpvutocodpvm» (ILlermnr, 1989, c. 398;
Schelling, 1861, S. 14)*. 11le;uIMHTOBCKOE ITpOYTe-
HMe OHTOJIOTMYECKOro J[OKas3aTeIbCTBa ObITHS
bora y [Iekapra MOXHO BOCIPOM3BECTU CJICLYFO-
muM obpaszoMm. B MoeM yme, yTBepxaeT [lekapr,
VIMeeTCsl IIOHSATVE BCeCOBEpIIIEHHEVIIIero Cylle-
crBa. B 5TO 1IOHATME BXOOUT MOHSATVE He00X00UMO-
2o cywecmbobanusn — HeMelIKuM prstocod creny-
aJIbHO TIOTYePKIBAET, YTO peUb 371eCh He M/IeT O I10-
HATUW CYIIeCTBOBaHMS BOOOIe. 3HAUMUT, MOXHO
CKa3aTh, YTO «IIPUPOLie BCeCOBEPIIIEHHEIIIIETO CY-
IT[ecTBa IIPOTMBOPEUNIIO ObI CYIIIeCTBOBATE TOIIBKO
CAY4ailHo... IIO3TOMY BCecOBepllleHHevIIee Cylile-
CTBO MOXeT CYILIeCTBOBAaTh TOJIBKO HeOOXOIVIMO»
(Idervar, 1989, ¢. 398 —399; Schelling, 1861, S. 15).
Ho y exapra, cunraer IllesunHr, peub mnpger He
coBceM 00 sroM. OH TIpe/IaraeT BOCIIPOV3BECTV
CYJUIOTM3M, IO KOTOPOMY TOT [I0Ka3bIBaeT He0OXo-
muMoe ObITre bora. bosibittag ero mockuika TakoBa:
BCeCOBepIIIeHHeVIIIee CYIIIeCTBO He MOXeT CyIile-
CTBOBATh CJIy4arHO, a TOJIBKO HeoOxomyMo. MeHb-
IIas MockUIKa: bor ecTs BcecoBepllleHHerIIIIee CY-
mrectBo. OTcroa mospkeH ObL1 Obl, 1o Mbicv 1ert-
JIVHTA, CJIeIOBaTh BBIBOI: Bor MoXeT cyImmecTBo-
BaTh TOJIBKO HeoOxommmo. OH mwurer: «BmecTo
aToro [lekapT, omHaKo, fiejlaeT cileylolee 3aKJIio-
JeHe: CJIefjoBaTesIbHO, OH CYILIeCTByeT HeoOXomy-
MO — ¥ TeM CaMbIM KakK Oy[aTo BBIBOOWUT, YTO bor
CYIIIeCTBYeT, IoJIarasi TeM CaMbIM, UYTO JOoKa3asl Cl-
wecmBoBanue bora» (LLlewmmr, 1989, c. 399; Schel-

* Hamo yumnteBaTh, uTo, Kak mnosaraer JK.-D. Mapke,
leypmmar OBUT OYeHb OrpaHIYEHHO 3HAKOM C TPydaMu
Kapresusi: onm efisa v ObUIN eMy M3BECTHBI 10 BBIXOZIa B
CBET co6paHV1;[ OEeKapTOBCKIMX COUMHEHV IO, PeIaKIIen
B. KyseHa, To ecTb Kak MMHMMYM 10 ceperinHbl 1820-X rT.
Ho n mospuee IllesmnHT, BepOSITHO, OOMpPAJICS TOIBKO
Ha OTHe/lbHBIe paboTBl M gaXke (parMeHTHI TaKOBBIX
y Hekapra, a TakkKe Ha WM3JIOKeHUsd ero duiocodpun,
HarpuMep B «OcHoBax dputocodpmn [exapra» CHMHO3BL
I'lo Bepcum Mapxke, Hlejummra y [lekapTa MHTepecoBasiv
TOJIBKO TpM TeMbL: (1) ego, (2) OHTOIOrMYeCcKIiT apryMeHT
u (3) pasmame MBIIIUIEHNS U IIPOTsDKeHs (cM.: Marquet,

1985, p. 237 —238).
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Second, Descartes, in Schelling’s opinion, has
come up with a subtler proof. Thus, “Descartes
has become decisive for the whole of subse-
quent modern philosophy, far less for what he
has otherwise said about the beginnings of phi-
losophy than for the setting up of the ontolog-
ical proof” (Schelling, 1994, p. 49; cf. Schelling,
1861, p. 14).* Schelling’s reading of Descartes’
ontological proof of the existence of God can be
reproduced in the following way: There is the
concept of the most perfect being in my mind.
This concept includes the notion of necessary ex-
istence and not existence in general, he stresses.
Hence it can be said that “it would contradict
the nature of the perfect being to exist just con-
tingently, [...] therefore the most perfect being
can only exist necessarily” (Schelling, 1994,
p- 50; cf. Schelling, 1861, p. 15). But this, accord-
ing to Schelling, is not quite what Descartes has
in mind. He proposes to reproduce the syllo-
gism whereby the necessary existence of God
is proved. His major premise is this: the most
perfect being cannot exist contingently but only
necessarily. His minor premise is that God is
the most perfect being. According to Schelling
(1994, p. 50; cf. Schelling, 1861, p. 15), “instead
of this [...] he concludes: therefore He neces-
sarily exists, and, it is true, thereby apparently
brings out the fact that God exists, and seems
to have proven the existence of God.” Schel-
ling stresses that the premise that God can ex-
ist necessarily means that He exists necessarily if
He exists, but it does not follow that He exists. In
the Philosophy of Revelation he writes: “Hence,

* We have to keep in mind that, as J.-F. Marquet writes,
Schelling’s knowledge of Cartesius” works was limited:
it is unlikely that he knew them before the publication
of his works by V. Cousin, i.e. not until the mid-1820s.
Even later, Schelling probably used only some and even
fragments of Descartes” works, together with renderings
of his philosophy, e.g. in Spinoza’s The Principles of
Cartesian Philosophy. According to Marquet (1985,
pp. 237-238), Schelling was interested only in three
Cartesian topics: (1) the ego, (2) the ontological argument
and (3) the difference between thought and extension.



ling, 1861, S. 15). IlleJuIvHT TIOIYepKMUBaeT, YTO 3
IIOCBIJIKY, COIJIACHO KOTOpom bor moxer cyrie-
CTBOBaTh HEOOXOVIMO, CJIeIyeT TOJIBKO TO, YTO OH
cyujecmbyem HeobX00UMO, ecAu OH cyujecmbyem, HO
mo, umo ox cyujecmByem, ewje He caedyem. B «Du-
710cOPUI OTKPOBEHMS» TOBOPUTCS: «3HAUMUT, 3a-
KJTIOYeHVIe MOXXET 3By4aTh JIUIIIb TaKMM oOpa3oM:
cilefioBaTelIbHO, bor cyIrecTByeT HeOOXOIVIMBIM
o0Opa3oM, ec/u TOJIIBKO OH CYIIeCTBYeT, UTO, CTa-
710 OBITH, BCe ellle OCTaBJIsieT HepellleHHbIM, CyIIle-
crByeT oH iu HeT» (Ierutmar, 2000, c. 208; Schel-
ling, 1858a, S. 158). 3meck e OH Ha3bIBaeT yMO-
3axrtodeHvie [lexkaprta napasoeusmom. IlervHr
CUMTaeT, 9YTO B OOJIBIIIEVI IIOCBIIKE aHAJIV3VIPYEMO-
r'O CYJUTIOTM3Ma pedb MAeT TOJIBKO O crocobe cyuje-
cmBobanus, Torga Kak B 3aKJIIOUYCHUM VIMEeTCS B
BUJLy VIMEHHO cyujecmbobanue 6ooduje, a He e2o cno-
cob. T1. TpaBHM KOMMEHTHpYyeT 3TO CJIeAyIOIIM
oOpasoM: «[Joka3aTesbCTBO, KOTOpOe OOOCHOBBI-
BaeT (aussagt) HeoOXomyIMoe CyIllecTBOBaHME BCe-
COBEPIIIEHHEWIIIEVI CYIITHOCTM, COITIaCHO IHenma-
Iy, SIBJIsIeTCs ommOouHbIM. ECitnt JoKa3aTesIbCTBO B
conclusio® obocHOBEIBaeT, umo (daff) bor cymiecTsy-
€T, OHO yTBep>KzIaeT OOJIbIIIe TOTrO, YTO COHEePKUTCS
B OoJibItier mockuike» (Trawny, 2002, S. 129).

Mexmy Tem, 4To cymecTBoBaHMe bora HeoOxo-
IIVIMO, I TeM, UTO bor cyIriecTByeT, MMeeTCs IIPUH-
nymaiabHoe pasrane. Vmm, kKak 3to dopmysm-
pyetJ1. Tenrernm, «Bce >xe 113 TIos10keH M “Bor Heoo-
XOVIMO eCTh cylliee” He cilefryeT HosioxeHue “bor
ecTb HeoOXOIMMO cyIiee”, cTajio ObITh, HU B KOEM
cJIydae He cjleflyeT, YTO OH HeOOXOIVIMO CYIIIeCTBY-
er» (Tengelyi, 2015, S. 161—162). Tem He MeHee O1a-
rofiapsi 3TOMY pacCy KIeHNIO Mbl BUIVM, uTO Y [e-
KapTa IoHsSTNA bora 11 HeoOXomyMO CyIIIecTBYIO-
ITIETO CYIIeCTBA OTOXK/IECTBIISIOTCS, YTO OHM «II0JI-
HOCTBIO PAaCTBOPSIOTCS ApYyT B apyre» (LLlermmmr,
1989, c. 400; Schelling, 1861, S. 17). B utore, canTaeT
Mesymar, [lekapT mokasasl He CyIllecTBOBaHMeE, a
HeOOXOIMMBINI XapaKTep CylllecTBoBaHM: bora, 1
«VIMEHHO 3TO TIOHSITHE OKa3alo pelraoriee BiIs-
HyIe Ha BCIO TIocTleyomyo prtocodpmro®» (Illem-
smHr, 1989, . 400; Schelling, 1861, S. 17).

° 3awoueHne (J1at.).
¢ B opurmnare: «bestimmende Wirkung fiir die ganze
Folgezeit der Philosophie».
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the conclusion can only be as follows: therefore
God exists necessarily if only He exists, and this
leaves open the question whether or not He
exists”® (Schelling, 1858a, p. 158). In the same
place he calls Descartes’ conclusion a paralo-
gism. Schelling believes that the major premise
of the syllogism in question has to do only with
the mode of existence, whereas the conclusion re-
fers precisely to existence in general and not
to its mode. Trawny (2002, p. 129) makes this
comment: “The proof that grounds the neces-
sary existence of the most perfect being, accord-
ing to Schelling, is erroneous. If the proof in the
conclusio establishes that God exists, it claims
more than the major premise contains.”®

There is a fundamental difference between
the existence of God being necessary and
the existence of God. Or, as Tengelyi (2015,
pp- 161-162) puts it, “the proposition ‘God is
necessarily a being’ does not follow from the
proposition “God necessarily is a being, hence
it does not follow that He necessarily exists.””
Nevertheless, we see from this reasoning that
Descartes identifies the concepts of God and
necessarily existing being, that “the one could
be exactly contained in the other” (Schel-
ling, 1994, p. 51; cf. Schelling, 1861, p. 17). As
a result, according to Schelling, Descartes has
proved not the existence but the necessary
character of the existence of God “and this con-
cept is now really the one which has had the
most decisive effect for the whole subsequent
period of philosophy” (Schelling, 1994, p. 51;
cf. Schelling, 1861, p. 17).

> “Also der Schlufisatz kann nur so lauten: folglich existirt
Gott nothwendiger Weise, nimlich wenn er existirt, was also
immer noch unentschieden lifit, ob er oder ob er nicht existirt.”
¢ “Der Beweis, der die mnotwendige Existenz des
vollkommensten Wesens aussagt, ist, nach Schelling,
fehlerhaft. Wenn der Beweis in der conclusio besagt, dad Gott
existiert, behauptet er mehr, als im Obersatz vorausgesetzt
wird.”

7 “Es folgt jedoch aus dem Satz ‘Gott ist notwendig das
Seiende’ keineswegs der Satz ‘Gott ist das notwendige Seiende’;
es folgt also keineswegs, dass er notwendig existiert.”
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VHTepecHoe yTO4YHeHMe, Kacaroleecs IIlejl-
JIVTHTOBCKOV KPUTVKM JIEKapPTOBCKOIO JIOKa3aTesIb-
crBa ObITs bora, mpemiarator [1. XeHprx n orm-
parommvica Ha Hero I1. Tpasumn. Tak, mo MueHMIO
XeHpwuxa, pasjmdasi HEOOXOAVMOCTb CyIIeCTBOBa-
HMS ¥ HeoOXOOMMOCTh KaK CIIOCOO CYIIecTBOBa-
HVs, HY’KHO ellle yTOYHUTh, B KaKOM CMBbICTIe Oe-
peTcs caMa HeoOXoIMMOCTb. VI TyT oOHapy KmBaeT-
Cs1, YTO Hapsily ¢ HEOOXOAMMOCTBIO KaK CIIocoOoM,
KaKVIM HeKOTOPOVI CYIITHOCTY ITPYCYIIle CyIIeCTBO-
BaHUeE, VI HeOOXOOMMOCTBIO KaK OCHOBaHWMEM, II0-
3BOJIAOIIVIM ITPUIVICHIBATh HEKOTOPOVI CYIITHOCTM
JIeVICTBUTEJIbHOE CYIIleCTBOBaHMe, VIMeeTcs ellle
HeoOXOIMMOCTh KaK «aHaIUTUYecKast VIMIUIMKa-
LIV151», IMMAaHEeHTHOe CBOVICTBO CYIITHOCTM, KaK, Ha-
npuMep, mapoodpasHocTs (Rundheit) mapa (cm.:
Henrich, 1960, S. 222—223; Trawny, 2002, S. 129—
130). I1leyummHr e ymycKaeT 3TOT CMbIC/I HeoOxo-
mumocTi: «OH He BUMOMT, 4TO OBITHE necessitas’,
KaK OHO IIOSIBJISIETCS B OHTOJIOIMYECKOM JOKa3a-
TeJIbCTBE, VIMIUIMIIMPOBAHO B CYITHOCTH (Wesen-
haft implizit ist). TakvimM 06pa3om, 1€ IIMHIOBCKOe
pasmaeHne “cnocoba” ObITVS M1 OBITHS BeIeT K
omoke» (Trawny, 2002, S. 129—130).

B-mpemuux, BaXXHO OTMETUTb M Ty pellaro-
LIYIO POJIb, KOTOPYIO I (pOpMIMpPOBaHMS II03U-
vy leyummara 1o mpobrieme OHTOJIOTMYeCcKO-
ro JIO0Ka3aTeJIbCTBa ChII'pajla KPUTMKa TaKOBOIO Y
V. Kanra. IIpexe Bcero MOXHO yKasaThb Ha TO,
uto, 110 MHeHmIo IllesyiHra, kak pas KanTt Tpu-
BUQJIV3MIPOBAJI OHTOJIOIMTUECKOe JI0Ka3aTeIbCTBO
ObrTist Bora, mpemtoxerHoe [lekaprom. B dwact-
HocTy, KaHT 3aMeHMI Hmpu3HaK HeOOXOIVIMOIO
CyIIIeCTBOBaHMs, IPUCYIINUN HOHATHIO bora kak
BCecOBepIIIeHHeVIIIero CyIecTsa, IprU3HaKOM CYy-
iectBoBaHMs BooOte. ITonydaercs, uro KaHT Ha-
IIPaBWJI CBOIO KPUTHMKY He Ha COOCTBEHHOeE JI0Ka-
3aTesIbcTBO [lekapTa, a Ha ero yIpoIeHHYyIo ¢op-
My, KoTopyto cam KanT emy n nipumat (cm.: les-
mvHT, 1989, c. 397; Schelling, 1861, S. 13). OTMeTnM
cambple OOIIVie YepTHl IIeJUIMHTOBCKOV KPUTVKN
OIIPOBEP)KEH ST OHTOJIOT MYEeCKOTO JI0Ka3aTe/IbCTBa
y Kanra (cm. Taxoke: Kpruesckmiz, 2009, c. 26 —28).

7 HeobxommmocTs (71aT.).

An interesting clarification concerning
Schelling’s critique of the Cartesian proof of
God’s existence is offered by Henrich and
Trawny who follows him. In Henrich’s opinion,
in distinguishing the necessity of existence and
necessity as a mode of existence one has to de-
termine the meaning of necessity. And there we
discover that, along with necessity as a mode
of existence and necessity as the foundation
that makes it possible to ascribe real existence
to an entity, there is also necessity as “an an-
alytical implication”, an immanent property of
an essence, for example, the roundness (Rund-
heit) of a sphere (see Henrich, 1960, pp. 222-223;
Trawny, 2002, pp. 129-130). Schelling does not
see this meaning of necessity: “He does not see
that the being of necessitas, as it appears in the
ontological proof, is implicit in essence. Thus,
Schelling’s distinction between the “mode” of be-
ing and being itself leads to an error”® (Trawny,
2002, pp. 129-130).

Third, it is important to note the decisive
role Kant’s critique of the ontological proof
played in the shaping of Schelling’s position on
the issue. First of all, we should recall that, in
Schelling’s opinion, it was Kant who trivialised
the ontological proof proposed by Descartes. In
particular, Kant replaced the property of neces-
sary existence inherent in God as the supreme-
ly perfect being with the property of existence
in general. It turns out that Kant directed his
criticism not at Descartes” proof, but at its sim-
plified form which Kant himself ascribed to
him (see Schelling, 1994, p. 50; Schelling, 1861,
p. 14). Let us note the most general features of
Schelling’s critique of the Kantian refutation
of the ontological proof (see also Krichevsky,
2009, pp. 26-28).

8 “Er sieht nicht, daf§ das Sein der necessitas, wie sie im
ontologischen Beweis erscheint, wesenhaft implizit ist.
Schellings Differenzierung von ‘Art” des Seins und Sein
selbst geht somit in Irre.”
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Xor 1eKapTOBCKOTO JOKa3aTeJIbCTBa, KaK €ero
noamMaeT Kant®, B pexoHcTpykumm IllemiHra
TaKOB: B pasyMe VIMeeT MeCTO Mjiesl BCeCoBeplIeH-
Herero cyiiectsa. [lobasum, mmpaBma, 4To Bee-
COBepIIIeHCTBO MBICTINTCH y KaHTa Kak IoTHOTa
BCeX BO3MOXKHBIX IIPEINKATOB — COBOKYITHOCTH
BCEro BO3MOXKHOTO, omnitudo realitatis® (cm.: A 575—
576 / B 603—604; KauT, 1994, c. 437, A 596—597 /
B 624—625; KanTt, 1994, c. 450—451). CymecTtso-
BaHIe )€ eCTb HEeKOTOpOe COoBepIeHCTBO. OTcro-
Ila CJIeflyeT BBIBOI: B ViJlee BCeCOBEPIIIEHHEVIIIIETO
CyIIIecTBa COHEPXKUTCS TaKXe M CyIIeCTBOBaHIE.
Kputnka Kanra, cumraer IlleyuinHI, OCHOBBIBa-
€TCs Ha OTPUIIAHMM MEHBIIIeV ITOCBUIKN ITpVBe-
IOeHHOro cuulormsma: KaHT oTpuiiaer, 4To Cy-
IIIeCTBOBAaHME — 3TO COBEpIIEeHCTBO (cM.: A 596—
599 / B 624—627; KanT, 1994, c. 450—452). Corac-
Ho KaHTy, BOOOIIe «0bimue He eCTb peaybHBIN
IIpeIVKaT, MHBIMI CJIOBaMV, OHO He eCTh ITOHS-
TV O YeM-TO TaKOM, UTO MOIJIO Obl ObITE ITpMOaB-
JIEHO K HOHATHUIO Ber. OHO ecTh TOJIBLKO IIojIara-
HVIe BTV VJTVI HEKOTOPBIX OITpeJIeIeHNI caMoO TI0
cebe» (A 598 / B 626; Kaut, 1994, c. 452). BerTie,
kak orMmeuaet Hle;ummar, mrg KanTa camo He ecThb
COBEpIIIEHCTBO, HO TO, UTO YK€ JIOJDKHO VIMETh Me-
CTO /151 TOTO, YTOOBI JIFOOBbIe COBEpPIIIEHCTBA BOOO-
e Mors Obl ObITh. ITosTomy IlermHT pesto-
MupyeT KpuTuKy KaHTa Tak: «...Jake IS TTOHS-
s bora oH He ejlaeT VCKITIOUEHMS M3 IIpaBuIa,
YTO NOHAMUE BEITV CONEPXXNUT B cebe JINIIb ee Um-
cToe “ymo”, HO COBEpIIIEHHO He BKJIIOYaeT B ceds
cywecmboBanue»' (emmnr, 2000, c. 122; Schell-
ing, 1858a, S. 83). Crasio 0bITH, «KaHT ITIOKa3bIBaET
B I1€JI0OM'?, HACKOJIBKO TIIIETHO CTpeMJIEHVe pasy-
Ma IIp¥ TIOMOIIM 3aKJIFOUeHWV BBIVITU 3a IIpefe-
JIBI caMoro ceds K cyIecTBoBaHMio...» (TaM xe).

8 PekOHCTPYKIMM ¥ PpasbOpbl KAaHTOBCKOV KPWUTUKMU
OHTOJIOIMYECKOrO JloKazareibcTBa cM. Takxke: (Halldén,
1952; Fink, 1959; Harris, 1977; Rod, 1992; Heathwood,
2011; ITpotomonios, 2012).

? TlonHoTa peaqbHOCTH (JIaT.).

10 BaxxHble IOAPOOHOCTY IIIEJUIMHIOBCKOV WMHTepIIpe-
TaIMM KaHTOBCKOTO Te3lca O OBITUV VI er0 COOCTBEHHOT
KOHTIETIVVI OBITVIS Kak 0c00020 muna npeduxana, KoTopble
371ech HET BO3MOXKHOCTV BOCIIPOM3BOINTH, CM.: (Pe3BbIx
2003, c. 298 —303).

1 B opurnnarie: «nichts von dem Daf3, von der Existenz».
12 B opurnaarte: «allgemein».

A. B. Patkul

In Schelling’s reconstruction the course of
the Cartesian proof, as understood by Kant,’
is as follows: the idea of the most perfect be-
ing exists in the mind. True, Kant sees supreme
perfection as the totality of all possible predi-
cates, the totality of all that is possible, om-
nitudo realitatis (see: A 575-576 / B 603-604;
Kant, 1998, pp. 555-556; A 596-597 / B 624-625;
Kant, 1998, pp. 565-566). Existence is perfec-
tion. Hence the idea of the most perfect being
also comprises existence. Kant’s critique, ac-
cording to Schelling, is based on the negation
of the minor premise of the above-cited syllo-
gism: Kant denies that existence is perfection
(see A 596-599 / B 624-627; Kant, 1998, pp. 565-
567). According to Kant, “Being is obviously
not a real predicate, i.e. a concept of something
that could add to the concept of a thing. It is
merely the positing of a thing or of certain de-
terminations in themselves” (A 598 / B 626;
Kant, 1998, p. 567).° Being, as Schelling notes,
is not, for Kant, perfection itself, but what must
be in order that any other perfections could ex-
ist. Schelling (1858a, p. 83) thus sums up Kant’s
critique: “[...] he makes no exception from the
rule, even for the concept of God, that the con-
cept of a thing contains only the pure ‘what’ but
does not contain the fact of existence.”"* Thus
“Kant shows in general the futility of reason’s
aspiration to transcend itself towards existence
through reasoning [...]”"* (ibid.). The point is,

? On reconstruction and analysis of Kant's critique
of the ontological proof see also Halldén (1952), Fink
(1959), Harris (1977), Rod (1992), Heathwood (2011),
Protopopov (2012).

1 For important details of Schelling’s interpretation of
the Kantian thesis on being and his own concept of being
as a special type of predicate, which we cannot cite here for
lack of space, see Rezvykh (2003, pp. 298-303).

" #[...] so macht er auch fiir den Begriff Gottes keine
Ausnahme von der Regel, dafS der Begriff eines Dinges nur
das reine Was desselben enthiilt, nichts aber von dem Dafs,
von der Existenz.”

12 “Kant zeigt allgemein, wie vergeblich das Bestreben der
Vernunft sey, mit Schliissen tiber sich selbst hinaus zur
Existenz zu kommen [...].”
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Ho fe710 B TOM, YTO IIPaBWIIBHO — C TOYKM 3pEHMS
[MleyuiHTra — TOHSTBHIVI OHTOJIOIMYECKUII apry-
MeHT FOBOPUT He O CyIIIeCTBOBaHMUM, a O Heobxo-
AVIMOCTM CyIllecTBOBaHMs bora: mostoMy KpuTu-
Ka ero co cropoHbl KanTta OpeT Mumo 1iesn. Crie-
ZI0OBaTeJIbHO, MOXKHO cortacuThcs ¢ A. B. Kprues-
CKVM, CYUTAIOIINM, YTO, 110 MHeHmio [1lesuimHra,
«ray KaHT, Hr KTo-11100 13 ero mocjienoBaresieri He
CMOT OIPOBEPrHYTb 3TO PacCyKIIeHve C IIPaBIb-
HbIX no3uimin» (Kpraesckmi, 2009, c. 26).
BripoueM, IIe/JIMHIOBCKOe OTHOIIIEHVE K KaH-
TOBCKOVI KPWUTVMKe OHTOJIOTMYeCKOro aprymMeHTa
HeogHO3HauHO. /es10 B ToM, uTO, 110 MbIcyIn I1lest-
JMHra, MeHHO KaHT B cBoell KpuTHKe pasyMa J10-
CTUT TOVI TIO3UITNV, M3 KOTOPOV TOJIBKO ¥ MOXKET
pasBepTBIBaThCA BCs HOCTIeyolias dpyiocodus, B
TOM UWCIIe Bce TIocsienyromye dpriocodckme pas-
MBIIIUIEHMS 0 bore, «xOTsl OH JIUILb JOCTWUT 3TOM
IIO3MIIVY, caM He ITPOIBVHYBIIIVCH JajIbIlle Hee»
(Idesar, 2018, c. 130; Schelling, 18566, S. 585).
[eyuImHT coxpaHsIeT BEPHOCTh OCHOBHOM IIO-
s KaHTa B TOM, 4TO cumMTaeT HEeBO3MOXXHBIM
BBIBECTY CYIIIeCTBOBaHIE CYIIETO W3 €ro «4To»,
naxke Bceobmero (mompoOree cm.: Tengelyi, 2015,
S. 159—-160). Ho, noxasyv1, ri1aBHOe HOBaTOPCTBO
KanxTa 11t Hero cocTouT B TOM, UYTO TOT Havasl
paccMaTpuBaTh pasyM Kak npo0ykmubHblil, nopox-
Oarowjuti udeu (cm., Harp.: Hlemmmar, 2013, c. 222;
Schelling, 1856a, S. 282). Tak, ecyiit [lekapT BBOIUT
MIOHSTVE BCECOBEPIIEHHENIIIEN CYIIHOCTU, K KO-
TOPOMY IPpVHAIJIEXUT HeoOXOmMMoe CyIIecTBO-
BaHMe Kak cJIydariHoe, To KaHT rokasbIBaeT, 4ToO
«3TO €CTh CJIeAyIOIIas M3 caMOV IIPUPOABI pasy-
Ma 71 6e3ycJI0BHO HeoOXomMasi IIpw JIF000oM orrpe-
TleJIeHVI BeIly UJIes», a «IIpeJiCTaBIeHVe O Hell
CTaHOBWTCSI HEOOXOOVIMBIM U €CTECTBEHHBIM ISt
pasyma» (Ieswtnar, 2013, c. 223; Schelling, 1856a,
S. 284). I'lpaBra, OHTOJIOrMTUECKOe JOKA3aTeIbCTBO
MeHsieT y KaHTa 11 crcTeMaTirueckoe MeCTo B KOM-
nosuummn dustocodpun: Oyaydn penyLmpoBaHO
yXKe IIpefiiecTsyiomernt KaHTy «3KJIeKTraecKomn
MeTaU3MKO», OHO paccMaTpuBaeTcs VCKIIIOUV-
TEeJIBHO B KOHTEKCTe payuoHa1bHou meoso2uu. ITos-
TOMY CHadJaJIa B Hels, a 3aTeM 1 y KaxTa oHTOIIOr M-
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however, that what Schelling considers to be a
correctly understood ontological argument has
to do not with existence but with the necessity
of the existence of God: that is why Kant’s cri-
tique of him misses the point. Thus we can go
along with Krichevsky (2009, p. 26) who thinks
that in Schelling’s opinion, “neither Kant, nor
any of his followers managed to refute this rea-
soning from the right angle.”

Having said that, Schelling’s attitude to
Kant’s critique of the ontological argument is
not so straightforward. According to Schelling
(1990, p. 64; cf. Schelling, 1856b, p. 585), it was
Kant who, in his critique of reason, reached a
point from which subsequent philosophy, in-
cluding all the subsequent philosophical reflec-
tions on God, could develop, “although he just
barely reached this standpoint and did not pro-
gress beyond it.”

Schelling remains faithful to Kant’s basic po-
sition in that he considers it impossible to de-
duce the existence of being from its “what”,
even the universal “what”.”® But in his view,
perhaps the main innovation of Kant consists in
that he began to consider reason as productive
and idea-generating (see, for example, Schelling,
18564, p. 282). Thus, while Descartes introduces
the concept of the most perfect being which in-
cludes necessary existence as contingent, Kant
shows that this is an idea that follows from the
very nature of reason and is certainly neces-
sary, whatever the definition of a thing is, “the
and representation of it becomes necessary and
natural for reason”" (Schelling, 1856a, p. 284).
True, with Kant the ontological proof chang-
es its systemic place in the structure of phi-
losophy: having been reduced by the “eclectic
metaphysics” preceding Kant, it is seen exclu-
sively in the context of rational theology. There-
fore, first in the latter and then with Kant, the

3 For more detail see Tengelyi (2015, pp. 159-160).
1 “[...] dessen Vorstellung zu einer nothwendigen und der
Vernunft natiirlichen wird.”



YeCKMV apryMeHT «BMeCTO Havdasla HayKM TI0IIaJI B
cambIit ee KoHel» (LLlermmnr, 2013, c. 222; Schell-
ing, 1856a, S. 282). 3mech MOHATVIE BCECOBEPIIIEH-
HeVIIIeyl CyITHOCT OOHapy>XuBaeT ce0si B Kaue-
CTBe 1noc1e0He20 NOHAMUSA PA3yMa.

Hasee, BaxHenasg 3aciayra Kanra, cormacto
[MleyuIMHTY, COCTOUT M B TOM, YTO, Hapsi/ly C IIO-
HyMaHMeM bora kak yHMBepcasIbHOV CyITHOCTH,
«OH VMeJI MYXKeCTBO ¥ MCKPEHHOCTb BBICKa3aTh,
uTO Bor xeslaTesieH B KauecTBe OT/IEJILHOTO IIperl-
Meta» (Iesmnr, 2013, c. 222; Schelling, 1856a,
S. 283), cOOTBETCTBEHHO, [I0JKEH MBICIIUTBCS TaK-
Ke V1 B KauecTBe a0c0.110MmH020 uHOubuda. XoTs npmu
3TOM, comlacHO KaHTy, cylecTBoBaHMe TaKOro
VHAMBYA PV BCeVl HEOOXOMVMMOCTV €ro IOHS-
THS IS pasyMa He MOXeT ObITh JIONYIEeHO Ta-
KOBBIM JlaXke B KauecTBe I'MIioTessl (cM.. A 580 /
B 608; Kaut, 1994, c. 440; Hlesumur, 2013, c. 224;
Schelling, 1856a, S. 284 —285).

Teniepw, 6-uemBepmuix, OymeT yMecTHO W3JIO-
XWUTh Ty IIepCIIeKTUBY, B KOTOPOV OHTOJIOIYe-
CKUVI apryMeHT ¥ CBsI3aHHBIe C HVM IIpOoOsIeMbl
paccMmarpuBaroTcss B dutocodpum camoro [lles-
nuHra. Vrak, coryiacHo nocsienHeMy, y Kanra «io-
JIOKWMTETbHBIM Pe3ysIbTaToOM SIBMJIOCh OCO3HaHwMe'"
Toro, uro bor ectb He ciIyuartHoe, a Heobxo0uMoe
corepKaHve IIOCTIe[THeV, BBICIIeV MIeV pasyMa»
(Idesmar 2000, c. 78; Schelling, 1858a, S. 45). OTo
IIOHSATVIE SIBJISIETCS TIOCTIEITHVIM TTOHSITIIEM, K KOTO-
pOMy IIPUXOOUT TaK HasblBaeMasl HeeamubHas gu-
A0copus, vicxonsias 13 OeCKOHEeYHOV TTOTeHITM
IIO3HAHMS B KadecTBe primum cogitabile™ dvicroro
pasyma. [uastekTndeckoe pasBepThbIBaHVE HeTa-
TUBHOM (PpryIocopmm OCHOBAHO Ha TOM, YTO prim-
um cogitabile cooTBeTCTByeT OeckOHeuHasi OTeH-
11t Obimu A, TIPEMETHO CXBaThIBaeMasl B IIOHSTUV
ens in genere®. OHa eCcTh «He royiasi CIIOCOOHOCTH
CYIIIeCTBOBATh, a HEIOCPeICTBEHHOe prius, Hero-
CpelcTBEHHOe NnoHAmue camoro Oerrms...» (LLles-
nmHr, 2000, c. 101; Schelling, 1858a, S. 64). OgHaxo
Takoe ObITIe ecTh OBITVIE TOJTBKO CAMOT'0 3TOTO II0-

B B opurunane: «das positive war, daf Gott nicht
zuféllige...».

4" TlepBoe MBICJIVIMOE (JIaT.)

15 Cyrree B oO1ieMm (J1ar.).
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ontological argument “instead of at the be-
ginning of science ended up at its very end”"
(Schelling, 1856a, p. 282). Here the concept of
the most perfect being reveals itself as the last
concept of reason.

Further, credit is due to Kant, according to
Schelling (1856a, p. 283), for “having the cour-
age and sincerity to say that God is desirable as
a separate object”’® while understanding God
as a universal being, and accordingly should be
conceived of as an absolute individual. Neverthe-
less, according to Kant, the existence of such an
individual, for all the necessity of this concept
for reason, cannot be admitted as such even
as a hypothesis (see A 580 / B 608; Kant, 1998,
p. 558; Schelling, 1856a, pp. 284-285).

Fourth, it will now be appropriate to describe
the perspective in which the ontological argu-
ment and associated problems are treated in
Schelling’s own philosophy. He believed that
with Kant, the “positive result was the con-
sciousness of the fact that God was not a con-
tingent, but necessary content of the ultimate
and highest idea of reason”"” (Schelling, 1858a,
p. 45). This is the ultimate concept arrived at
by the so-called negative philosophy which as-
sumes the infinite potential of cognition as the
primum cogitabile of pure reason. The dialecti-
cal unfolding of negative philosophy is based
on the fact that the primum cogitabile is matched
by the infinite potential of being which is cap-
tured in the concept of ens in genere. It is “not
the bare ability to exist but the immediate pri-
us, the immediate concept of being itself [...]""®
(Schelling, 1858a, p. 64). However, such being

15 “[...] anstatt an den Anfang ans Ende der Wissenschaft
kam.”
16 Cf. “[...] er den Muth und die Aufrichtigkeit hatte,

auszusprechen, daf3 Gott als einzelner Gegenstand gewollt
werde.”

17 *Das positive war, dafd Gott nicht der zufillige, sondern der
nothwendige Inhalt der letzten, hiochsten Vernunftidee sey.”
18 “[...] ist nicht eine blofle Fihigkeit zu existiren, sondern
das unmittelbare Prius, der unmittelbare Begriff des Seyns
selbst [...].”
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HaTVA. OHO He BBIXOOWT 3a IIpefIesIbl ITOCIIeIHETO.
B cuty aToro pasyM Bce e MMeeT [1eJI0 C CYIIUM,
HO C CYIIVIM VCKJTIOUMTEIIBHO B €ro 110 cebe ObITi,
TO €CTh TOJIBKO C €ro «4uTo». IIpu 3ToM pasyMm He
KacaeTcsd OeVICTBUTEIIbHOCTU Belllel: OH ITOHMMa-
eT [IeVICTBUTEJIbHOE, HO He HeVICTBUTEIbHOCTh (CM.:
esmar, 2000, c. 97; Schelling, 1858a, S. 61). ITpo-
11eCc, KOTOPBIVI OMVICHIBAETCS HEraTMBHOM (P1I0Co-
dpvier1, UMCTO JIOTMYECKNTL, a He JIeVICTBUTEIIbHBIL.
B HeM pasyM, vMes M3HaYaJIbHOe CTpeMJIeHVe T10-
CTUTHYTB CBO€e CcofiepyKaHe, TIePexXOIUT OT IIOHS-
THUS CyIIero BooOirle (beckoHeUHasi TIOTeHITs Obl-
THSI) K TIOHSTVISIM OIIPeieJIeHHOr'O CYIIIeTro, 9Yero-TO
cytero (determinatio quidditative)'®. OGHapyXmBa-
€TCs, YTO «BEII CYThb JIVIITHL OCOOEHHBIE BO3MOX-
HOCTV, YKa3aHHbIe B O€CKOHEYHOV], T. €. BO BCeo0-
et noteH v (Iermmmmr, 2000, c. 103; Schelling,
1858a, S. 66). Ho cama sTa merepMmmHaIIMs Cyllle-
rO BOOOIIIe /10 CYIITHOCTHO OIIpezieJIeHHOrO CYIIero
CITY>KUT Tak>Ke 11 0OHapy>KeHIIO TOrO, YTO B COIIEP-
JKaHUM pasyMa VMeeTcsl HeuTo cay4aitoe. Pasym,
TaKM 00pa3oM, OOHapyXIBaeT B CBOEM COOCTBEH-
HOM CoZlepyKaHWV M3HadaIbHOe ObITVie APYT B IPY-
re (cCaMOro) CyIIero u He-CyIero (cjry4anHoro). by-
IOyd4y HalleJIeHHBIM Ha IOCTVDKEHMe CYyIIero Kak
TaKOBOI'O, OH CTPEMUTCS VMUHMUPOBAThH JII000e
CITy4JartHoOe copepKaHvie 13 9TOV OeCcKOHeUHO II0-
TeHIMM II03HAHWSL, COOTBETCTBEHHO, M3 IIOHSITIS
cy1ero BooOrrte. Takast 37MMMHAIINS ¥ COCTaBIIS-
eT coOCTBeHHYO 3a7lady HeraTMBHOV prtocopm.
B xorie ee peltieHs BBISICHSIETCS, UTO ITOCIIETHVIM
noHAmMuUeM, 00CmuaeMovlM PasyMom, Moxen 0bvimb
moavko nousamue Bcecobepuiennenuieeo cyujecmba
KaK HeOOXOIMMOE ero IOHSITHE.

Bmecte ¢ Tem, otmeuaer Ilermmur, Kant mo-
KasaJl, YTO TaKoe ITOHSTHE IIpeJIIioiaraeT OTChI-
Ky ellle K OJTHOMY — IIOHSITMIO bora Kak «oTaerns-
HOTO IIpeIMeTa», KOTOPBIN yKe JOJKEH MBICIIVTh-
cs1, uToOBI 11I00as determinatio quidditative Moryia Obl
ObITE Ocy1IIecTBiIeHa (cM.: A 575—576 / B 603 —604;
KanT, 1994, c. 437—438). Ero ObITiie MOXeT Tpak-
TOBATbHCY TOJILKO KaK UVICTBIVI aKT, ICKJIFOUAIOIIIIIL
71000€e «gTO», TO eCTh JII00YIO IMOTEeHIIVAIBHOCTb.

16 CyIIIHOCTHOe OITperiesieHe (J1ar.).
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is merely the being of the concept itself. It does
not transcend the latter. Owing to this, reason
has to do with being, but with being exclusive-
ly in its being in itself, i.e. with its “what”. Rea-
son does not deal with the actuality of things:
it understands the real, but not the reality (see
Schelling, 1858a, p. 61). The process described
by negative philosophy is purely logical and
not actual. In it reason, inherently seeking to
understand its content, moves from the con-
cept of being in general (infinite potential of
being) to concepts of a definite being, some-
thing that is (determinatio quidditative). It turns
out that “things are merely special possibili-
ties in their infinite, i.e. universal potency”"
(Schelling, 1858a, p. 66). But the determination
of being in general down to essentially defi-
nite being also leads to the discovery that there
is something contingent in the content of rea-
son. Thus, reason discovers in its own content
the initial being-within-each-other of being it-
self and non-being (contingent). Being commit-
ted to comprehending being as such, it seeks
to eliminate any contingent content from the
infinite potential of cognition and, according-
ly, from the concept of being in general. Such
elimination constitutes the specific task of neg-
ative philosophy. In the course of solving it, it
becomes clear that the last concept achieved by
reason can only be the concept of the most per-
fect being as its necessary concept.

At the same time, Schelling notes that Kant
has demonstrated that such a concept implies
a reference to yet another concept, the concept
of God as “a separate object” which already has
to be thought if any determinatio quidditative is
to be accomplished (see A 575-576 / B 603-604;
Kant, 1998, pp. 555-556). Its being can only be
treated as a pure act that rules out any “what”,
i.e. any potentiality. Thereby reason, in the con-

19 “Die Dinge sind nur die in der unendlichen, d.h.
in der allgemeinen Potenz nachgewiesenen besonderen
Moglichkeiten.”



Tem cambIM pasyMm 6 nonsamuu OKOHYATEIBHO OT-
IeJIsieT caMo CyIIlee OT TOTO, UTO He eCTh TAaKOBOE B
cobcTBeHHOM cMBIciTe. Ho, kKak 310 OBIIIO OOHApY-
xeHo KaHTOM, pa3yM, XOTS ¥ BBIHYKIEH B CVIIY
CBO€VI COOCTBEHHOVI IIPVPOIIBI IIEPEXOIUTE OT II0-
HATU omnitudo realitatis K IOHATIIO aOCOIIOTHO-
ro MHAMBWIIA, He MeeT IIpaBa I1ojIaraTh ero fev-
CTBUTEJIbHOE CYIIIeCTBOBaHVeE BHE TOHSTUS (CM.:
A 581 / B 608; Kant, 1994, c. 440). Takiim obpasom,
VICKOMOe caMo cylee, HactamBaeT LllermHr, Mo-
XKeT OBITh JOCTUTHYTO HeraTvBHOV HayKOVI TOJIb-
KO JIVIIITb B MBICIIVA.

Crnienndrika moHsTMs Bora kak mocrermHero
IIOHSITHSI pa3yMa COCTONT elle I B TOM, UTO eCJIVI B
CBOEM ITpe)XHeM pa3BepThIBAaHNY HeraTVBHAs -
jocodrig Kak HayKa O CYITHOCTSIX MOIJIA M JIOJDK-
Ha ObUIa COOTHOCUTB CBOVI Pe3YJIBTAThI C OITBITOM,
JIAfOIIVIM OCHOBAHWS IS CYXKIAEHWS O JEeVICTBU-
TeJIBHOM CYIIIeCTBOBAaHMV ITpeIMeTa 3TOV HayKw,
TO B CJTy4ae C IoHsTVeM bora Kak camMoro cyIrero
TIeVICTBUTEIIBHBIVI IIPEIMET STOTO IIOHSTIS He MO-
eT OBITB JTaH HY B KAKOM BO3MOXXHOM OITBITE.

KoHmmKT MeXay ecTecTBEHHBIM IS pasy-
Ma TMOHSTVEM IEeVICTBUTENIBHO CYIIEeCTBYIOIIEro
CaMoro CYIIero M 3aIllpeToM Ha IIojaraHwe Jevi-
CTBUTEJIPHOI'O CYITIeCTBOBAHMS 3TOTO CYIIero BHe
pasyMa noby>KiaeT IpOIo/DKUTE pa3BepThIBaHe
dvT0cOPCKOro BOIIpOIIaHMST — MOTMBUPYET II0-
CTaHOBKY BOIIpOca O He3aBucumoil om pasyma u no-
HAmuA deiicmbumensHocmu cyujeeo. Borrpoc aTor
y>ke He MOXET CTaBUThCSA B cpepe «dTO», Tpelys
0coboro momxoma M 0codboro TmIia SKCIUIMKALINI,
KOTOpble M monyuatoT y IlesumHra HavMeHOBa-
HVe no3umubHot puaocopum.

[TocnenHsAs MOXET HadMHATHh VCKITIOUMTETh-
HO C abCOITIOTHOTO prius'’, 0 KOTOPOM MOXKHO CKa-
3aTh TOJIBKO OIHO: YTO OH ecmb. Ero MoXXHO Ha-
3BaTh «MoAbko cyuecmbynouum». OHa IpU 3TOM
He JI0JDKHA HaudMHaTh C MOHATMS bora B cMbIciTe
omnitudo realitatis Kak MTOra HeraTVBHON PUIIOCO-
dun: «HerarmBHas drtocodms meperaeT mosu-
TuBHOM cBoe TocsienHee (Letztes) Torpko kak 34-
dauy, a He Kak npunyun» (emwmnr, 2000, c. 134;
Schelling, 1858a, S. 93).

17" TlepBoe (1aT.).
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cept, finally separates being from what is not
being in the proper sense. But, as Kant has
found, reason, although it has, owing to its
own nature, to move from the concept of omni-
tudo realitatis to the concept of the absolute in-
dividual, has no right to posit its real existence
outside the concept (see: A 581 / B 608; Kant,
1998, p. 558). Thus, being itself, Schelling in-
sists, can only be achieved by negative science
in thought.

The specificity of the concept of God as the
ultimate concept of reason also consists in the
fact that while in its former development nega-
tive philosophy as a science of entities was able
and obliged to relate its results to experience
which provides the ground for judgement on
the real existence of the object of this science, in
the case of the concept of God as being, the real
object of this concept cannot be given in any
possible experience.

The conflict between the concept of a real-
ly existing entity, which is natural for reason,
and the ban on the positing of real existence of
this entity outside reason stimulates continued
development of philosophical inquiry, leading
to the question of the reality of being that is in-
dependent from reason and concept. The question
can no longer be raised in the sphere of “what”,
demanding a special approach and a special
type of explication which Schelling calls positive
philosophy.

The latter can start only with the absolute
prius, of which one can only say that it is. It can
be called the “solely existing”. And it should not
begin with the concept of God in the sense of
omnitudo realitatis as the outcome of negative
philosophy: “Negative philosophy passes on to
positive philosophy its final outcome (Letztes)
only as a task and not as a principle”® (Schelling,
1858a, p. 93).

2 “Jene tiberliefert ihr Letztes an sie nur als Aufgabe, nicht
als Princip.”
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Ho kxak mMeHHO OOHapyXXMBaeTCs M YHOCTO-
BepsIeTCsl 3TO IPEeBBIIIAoIIee BCIKOe IOHATHE 1
MBICJISIINL €T0 pa3yM «ecTb»? OTBeT Ha 3TOT BO-
IIPOC JaH yXe B CIefIyIoleM pasfesie cTarbit. [lis
GorIblIerl MUIIOCTPATUMBHOCTY OH pPa3BepThIBaeT-
Cs Ha IIpVIMepe PeKOHCTPYKLMN e UIMHIOBCKO-
TO VICTOJIKOBaHMsI KaHTOBCKOTO y4eHwus 00 ujea-
JIe pasyMa.

3. pean pasyma 1 oOpamieHue
OHTOJIOrM4YecKoro aprymenTa y IllesnmHra

VITak, MBI yCTaHOBWIIV, YTO TIO3UTWBHAs Pu-
710cOPVIST MICXOIUT M3 «TOJIBKO CYIIeCTBYIOIIETO»,
BCeT/Ia y’Ke AEVICTBUTEIIEHOIO ¥ VICKJIFOUYaroIero
BCAKOe «4uTO», accorumpyemoe llerarom ¢ mo-
TeHITMaIbHOCTBI0. Crieruidrka ero Mmo3uIum co-
CTOUT B TOM, UTO makoe cyujee npeBviuiaem Geaxoe
COMHeHUe, XapaKTepu3yeTcs KaK HecomHeHHoe. Ero
Oprrvie Ile/uMHT Ha3bIBaeT TaKXXe HenpeomblCAl-
moim (unvordenklich)’®. OHO ecTp «De3ycrtoBHO

8 KanoHm4ecknviiepesozaTorotepmuHa y lllesumtra Ha
PYCCKITI SI3BIK elrie He ci1oxwIcs. CTaHmapTHOe CJIOBapHOe
3Ha4UeHMe CaMOIo 3TOrO CJIoBa — «He3allaMSTHBIV», HO
OHO CJIMIIIKOM Cy’KaeT ¥ TpaHcopMUpyeT KOHHOTAIIUM
opuruHajbHOro Hemerkoro tepmuna. A.IT. IypGeries,
nepesogunk «Dwtocodpum OTKpoBeHMS» ¥ «[Ipyrov
JenyKUuyy — HPUHIWIIOB — IO3UTMBHOW  prutocodpmm»
Ha PYCCKWUV, WCIONIB3yeT st unvordenklich Kak ciioBO
«He3allaMATHBIV» (KOIZla pedb MAeT O TOM, YTO MMeeT
MecCTO «ObITHE JT0 BCSIKOTO MbITuTeHs (vor allem Denken),
VJIM, KaK 3TO IPEBOCXOIHO BbIpaKaeT HEMELIKMW SI3bIK,
He3allaMSATHBIM ~obpasom  (unvordenklicher Weise)»
(Ieypmmr, 2000, c. 270; Schelling, 1858a, S. 211)), Tak n
CJIOBO «MpeOMbIiCAUMbITI». B IIOcIIenHeM ciIydae co3aeTcs
HeCKOJIBKO [IVICCOHVIPYIOIINII CMBICIIOBOT 3dpdpexT, moc-
KOJIBKY, C OIHOVI CTOPOHBI, OHO BBbIpa’kaeT Te CMBICIIBI,
KOTOpBIE, IIO BCEW BUOMMOCTY, BKJIA/IbIBAET B HETO
IlespmmHr, ykaseBas Ha To, 4To (1) Takoe ObITMe Beerma
ynpeouao Atoboe MbluileHue, VI Ha TO, 9TO 9TO ObITre (2) He
moxem Ovums ero usmoviaenuem (Ilermmmar 2002, c. 375;
Schelling, 18586, S.337). Ho, c ;pyrovi cropoHsl, TO pyccKoe
CJIOBO  TepsieT MOPOJIOTMIO  VCXOAHOTO HEeMEIIKOTO
CJIOBA, JaKe IpMoOpeTaeT IPSMO IIPOTMBOIIOJIOKHYIO
el: B TaKOM IIepeBoJie IpoIlalaeT OTpULIaTeIbHAs IIPVIC-
TaBKa, OTYEro IIPMBATMBHBIV XapaKTep TaKOro ObITis
yIycKaeTcs. B Hacrosimeit craTbe I Ilepedadn CJIOBa
unvordenklich  vicmonp3yercs, — KaK 3TO [eJIaeTcs,
Hanpumep, 1 B paborax A.B. Kpuuesckoro, — Kajbka
«HEIIPEeIMBICIIIMOe», IIPEX]e BCEro C LeJIbI0 COXPAHWUTb
MOPOJIOrMUeCKNII  CTPOM  IIe/UIMHIOBCKOIO  TepMMHa.
XodeTcsl HalIesIThCSL Ha TO, UTO KOHKPETHBIVI €rO CMBICIT

But how does one discover and certify the
“is” which is above any concept and the rea-
son that thinks it? The next section of the article
provides an answer. To make it more illus-
trative the answer uses as example the recon-
struction of Schelling’s interpretation of Kant’s
account of the ideal of reason.

3. Ideal of Reason and Schelling’s
Treatment of the Ontological Argument

So far, we have established that positive
philosophy proceeds from the “solely exist-
ing”, which is always real and rules out any
“what” that Schelling associates with potenti-
ality. What marks out his position is that such
an entity is above any doubt and is characterised
as undoubted. Schelling also refers to its being
as unprethinkable (unvordenklich). It is “uncon-
ditionally existing, preceding any thought”*!
(Schelling, 1858b, p. 337). The philosopher of-
fers a vehement account of the relationship of
thought to such an entity and its being:

The solely existing is precisely what sup-
presses everything that could emanate from
thought, before which thought is dumb, to
which reason itself bows; for thought has to do
only with possibility, potential; consequently,
where it is ruled out, thought has no power.
The infinitely existing, because it is so, is also
safe from thought and any doubt? (Schelling,
1858a, p. 161).

Schelling’s description does not mean that
he becomes an adherent of the vulgar irration-
alism often ascribed to his later philosophy,

2 “[...] das allem denken zuvor, das unbedingt Existirende.”

2 “Das blof§ — das nur Existirende ist gerade das, wodurch
alles, was vom Denken herkommen mdchte, niederschlagen
wird, das, vor dem das Denken verstummt, vor dem die
Vernunft selbst sich beugt; denn das Denken hat eben nur
mit der Moglichkeit, der Potenz zu thun; wo also diese
ausgeschlossen ist, hat das Denken keine Gewalt. Das
unendlich Existirende ist eben darum, weil es dieses ist, auch
gegen das Denken und allen Zweifeln sicher gestellt.”
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CYIIeCTBYIOIIee, IIpeIBapsIoliee BCSKOE MBIII-
nerue» (Iemwtar, 2002, c. 375; Schelling, 18580,
S. 337). ®wmocod BeckMa 3PPeKTHO OIMCHIBAET
OTHOIIIeHVIe MBIIIUIEHNS K TAKOMY CYILIEMY ¥ ero
ObITVIIO:

Torbko yMIIB CyIIeCTBYIOINee eCThb MMEHHO
TO, YeM HOoaBiIsgeTcs '’ Bce, UTO MOIJIO OBl B3AThb
CBO€ HayaJIo M3 MBIIIUIEHNS, eCTh TO, IIepell YeM
HeMeeT?’ MBIIIUIEHVIE, IIepeJ] YeM CKJIOHSEeTCS CaM
pasyM, BeIb MBIIUIEHVE 3aHSTO JIVIIb BO3MOX-
HOCTBIO, IIOTEHITMeN, CJIeqoBaTe/IbHO, TaM, IJe
OHa VCKJIIOYeHa, MBIIIUIeHVIe He MMeeT HVKaKOW
BJIacTN. BeckoHeWHO CcyIrecTByIOIee VMEHHO
IIOTOMY, YTO OHO TAaKOBO, TakKxXe 00e30ITaceHo
OT MBIIUTeHNs U Besikoro comHeHms (ILlerumar
2000, c. 212; Schelling, 1858a, S. 161).

Hawnnoe IlleymtmHrOM ommcaHMe He O3HadaeT
TOTO, UTO OH CTAHOBUTCS IIPVBEpPKeHIIEM ByJIbrap-
HOT'0 MppalioHaI3Ma, KOTOPbI YacToO ycMaTpy-
BalOT B ero nosaHen guaocodnn, n MOCTYIUPY-
eT «KaIUTYJIAInio pasyma». Pasym y Illemnra
HOIUMHEeTCs YIIpeXaaolleMy ero ObITHIO C TeM
TOJIBKO, UTOOBI C HOBOVI CWJIOV BCTYIIUTH B CBOU
IpaBa — HO y>Ke KaK 3HaIOIIN CBOV I'PaHUIIbI 1
BosMoxkHOCTH (cp.: Tengelyi, 2015, S. 156).

bymnyun orpanmnueHHBIM cdeport «dTo», OH MO-
JKeT JIOCTUTHYTb B ce0e caMOM TOJIBKO TIOHSITHS 00
5TOM OBITVV, HO HE CaMOI'O 3TOr0 OBITMS — OHO
BeJlb He cjleflyeT 13 IoHATH. Ho niepexon ot yHu-
BEpCaJILHOIO MOHATHS K YITPEeXIAIoIIeMy ero Jievi-
CTBUTEJILHOMY OBITUIO BCe JKe MIMeeT MeCTO, U YKO-
PeHeH OH B IKCmamuueckom xapaxmnepe camo2o pas-
yma. llesuIMHT HeIBYCMBICIIEHHO JJeKJIapupyeT Ta-
KOBOVI: «TOJIbKO JIMIIIB CyIiee ecThb OBITHE, B KOTO-
POM, HAIIPOTMB, BCSKas Ves], T. €. BCAKas IIOTeH-
1Msl, UCKIIoYeHa. MbI cMoXkeM ero, Takmm oOpa-
30M, Ha3BaTh JIMIIL IIEPEBEPHYTOV MUOEEV, VIeeVi,

CMOJXKET CTaTh Dojlee SICHBIM TI0 KOHTEKCTY. MOXKHO Takke
CKaszaTh, UTO ecmy Obl MBIIDIEHVE B JIaHHOM CITydae
ZIOIyCTUMO  OBUIO  OTOXJIECTBUTH C  IIPeJICTaBIICHVEM,
TO TaKoe OBbITVe MOXKHO OBUTO OBI TIO-pycCKM HasBaThk U
HeTIPeJICTaBVMBIM, XOTS VI 3TO 0003HaUeHIIe He yIePXKMBasIo
OBI CBSI3b 9TOT'O OBITH C IIPOIIUIBIM, C IIePEKTUBHOCTBIO.
¥ B opurmzaie: «niederschlagen» — nodabasams, ociad-
AAMb, HO TaKXe VI 0Mmpaxams, Bolpaxans.

2 B opurmHase: «verstummens.
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and postulates the “capitulation of reason”. For
Schelling, reason submits to pre-existing being
only to reclaim its rights with a vengeance, but
knowing its limits and possibilities (cf. Tenge-
lyi, 2015, p. 156).

Being confined to the sphere of “what”, it
can attain within itself only the concept of this
being, but not being itself, for it does not fol-
low from the concept. But the transition from
a universal concept to pre-existing real be-
ing does take place and it is rooted in the ec-
static character of reason itself. Schelling (1858a,
pp- 162-163) states this clearly: “That which
has pure being is being, in which, rather, any
idea, i.e. any potential, is ruled out. We can
thus merely call it the inverted idea, the idea
in which reason is posited outside itself. Reason
can posit that which has being, in which there
is nothing of the concept, of the “what”, only
as an absolute outside itself (Aufler-sich) [...]
hence reason in this positing is posited out-
side itself, is absolutely ecstatic.”* This “leads
Schelling’s thought into a dimension which is
no longer a dimension of subjectivity or sub-
stantiality, like subsistentia or stability, but to
that dimension where rules what he has hero-
ically called Existenz or Ekstasis”* (Courtine,
1990, pp. 159-160).

Thus reason, turning to itself and thinking
the idea omnitudo realitatis, does not just think
real being of the absolutely individual that
which has being, but posits (we remember that
for Kant being is positing) such being as totally

23

“Das blofS Seyende ist das Seyn, in dem vielmehr alle
Idee, d.h. alle Potenz, ausgeschlossen ist. Wir werden es also
nur die umgekehrte Idee nennen konnen, die Idee, in welcher
die Vernunft aufSer sich gesetzt ist. Die Vernunft kann das
Seyende, in dem noch nichts von einem Begriff, von einem
Was ist, nur als ein absolutes AufSer-sich setzten [...] die
Vernunft ist daher in diesem Setzten aufler sich gesetzt,
absolut ekstatisch.”

2 “[...] conduit la pensée de Schelling dans une dimension
qui n'est plus celle de la subjectité ou de la substantialité
comme subsistentia ou insistance, mais dans la dimension ou
réegne ce qu'il a héroiqguement nommé Existenz ou Ekstasis.”
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B KOTOPOVI pa3yM II0JIoXKeH BHe cebst. Pasym moxer
MIOJIOKWTB CyIlee, B KOTOPOM ellle H9ero HeT OT
HOHSTVS, OT “uT0”, JINILIb KaK aDCOTIOTHOE BHe cebs
(Aufder-sich)... oTcioma pasym B 3TOM IIOJIaTaHUU
TI0JIOKEH BHe ce0s1, aOCOTIOTHO 3KcTaTdeH» (I1les-
nmHr, 2000, c. 214; Schelling, 1858a, S. 162—163). 5To
«rrepeBonT MBICIT LllesmiiHTa B M3MepeHe, KOTo-
Ppoe He siBIIsieTCs OOJIBIIIE VI3MepeHVeM CyObeKTVIB-
HOCTVM WIV CyOCTaHIIMaJIbHOCTY, Haronoome sub-
sistentia, VIJIV yCTOVIAMBOCTYL, HO VI3MEPeHVIEM VIV
IIApPCTBOM TOT'O, YTO OH repondecky HasBail Exis-
tenz vt Ekstasis*» (Courtine, 1990, p. 159—160).

Taxum obpasom, pasym, obpartasice Ha ceOs 1
MBICIIS vnero omnitudo realitatis, He TOIILKO C HEOD-
XOIVIMOCTBIO MBICJIUT HeVICTBUTEIbHOe ObITre ad-
COJTIOTHOTO MHVIBUAYaJIbHOTO CYyIIero, HO U 1o-
Aaeaem (a MBI IOMHMM, 9To 1 KanTa OblTHIE —
3TO IIOJIaraHMe) Takoe OBbITME KaK COBEPIIIEHHO
BHeIITHee 151 ce0sl, TPaHCIIEHIEHTHOe ¥ BCSIKU
pa3 ero yxe yImpemnusliiee, MBICJISI pPaBHBIM 0Opa-
30M M ceDs BCAKUIT pa3 yXke MM YIIPeXIeHHBIM.
BmecTe ¢ TeM HazI0 IOHVIMATh, YTO 3KCTa3 pasyMa
He SIBJISIeTCSI OOOCHOBAaHVEM 3TOr'0 TOJIBKO CYIIIEro,
BeJlb OHO €CTh TO, YTO «He HY)X/Ia€TCs COBEPIIIEH-
HO HVI B KaKOM 00OCHOBaHM, IIPVPOIa Uero Jaxe
VICKJIIOYaeT Bcskoe oOocHoBaHMe» (IleruimHr,
2000, c. 211; Schelling, 1858a, S. 161). CobOcTBen-
Ho, llleJyIMHT cYmMTaeT, 4TO TIO3UTMBHAS PUIIOCO-
dmst Mora Obl cpa3y HauMHATB C TAKOrO OBITVAS,
He 6ynyqv1 Jake IIpeaBapeHHOV SKCIUIVMKaIVen
YHVBEPCAJIBHOV ITOTEHII ObITVIS B HETaTVBHO
durocodpum. Dta npenrockUIKa HecyIecTBeHHa
IJI TaKOro OBITMS, a MO3SUTMBHYIO PVIIOCOPIIIO
He cJjleflyeT IIOHMMaTh Kak 0O0OCHOBaHHYIO B HeTa-
TUBHOV. B3arMOCBSI3b OTHOTO M APYTOro THIla Vc-
CJIefJOBaHWII CJIydariHa: Ilepexor] MBICIN OT Mien
omnitudo realitatis K H.CCOMHEHHOMY ¥ YIIpeXJIaro-
IIIeEMY MBICITb OBITVIIO HY>KEH JINIIB [IOCTOJIBKY, ITO-
CKOJIBKY (prstocodpmst yxe de facto mpvrsia dop-
MY HEraTMBHOV HayKu B CBOEV ICTOPWL.

VIMeHHO B 5TOM ITYHKTe IIEJUIVHTOBCKOE yUe-
HIE O «TOJIBKO JIMIIIb CYIIeCTBYIOIIIeM» MOXeT
OBITH CBSI3aHO C KAaHTOBCKOVI KOHIIEIIIVEV Mea-
Jla pasyMa (TpaHClIeHJIeHTajIbHOro mpaeasa). Ilor

2 CywecmBobarue virmvi 5xcma3 (HEM. U3 JIaT. U gp.-TPed.).

extraneous to itself, transcendental and invari-
ably pre-existing, equally thinking itself as be-
ing preceded. At the same time we should keep
in mind that the ecstasy of reason is not a jus-
tification of the merely existing, for it is what
“needs no justification whose nature even
rules out any justification”® (Schelling, 1858a,
p- 161). Indeed, Schelling believes that positive
philosophy could start from such being even
without previous explication of the univer-
sal potential of being in negative philosophy.
This prerequisite is immaterial for such being,
and positive philosophy should not be under-
stood as being justified in negative philosophy.
The interconnection between the two types of
research is accidental: the transition of thought
from the idea omnitudo realitatis to undoubted
being preceding thought is only necessary inso-
far as philosophy has de facto assumed the form
of negative science in its history.

It is only on this point that Schelling’s ac-
count of “solely existing” can be associated
with Kant’s concept of the ideal of reason (the
transcendental ideal). The latter refers to an
undoubtedly individual entity whose true be-
ing reason should think together with the idea
of omnitudo realitatis (see A 575-576 / B 603-
604; Kant, 1998, pp. 555-556). Kant believes
that the concept of the real being of the ideal
of reason cannot justify the positing of such
being (see A 581 / B 608; Kant, 1998, p. 558).
Schelling takes issue with him here, believing
that omnitudo realitatis — the totality of all pos-
sible predicates — cannot exist by itself and
needs the pre-existing being of an absolute in-
dividual entity which would be the subject for
them as predicates. The individual character
of its being stems from the fact that Schelling
proceeds from the old metaphysical thesis
whereby real existence can only be individu-

2 “[...] was gar keiner Begriindung bedarf, ja dessen Natur
jede Begriindung ausschlieft.”
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MOCJIEIHMM IIOHMMAeTCsI TO HeCOMHEHHO WHIV-
BU/IyaJIbHO CyIIlee, JIeVICTBUTeIIbHOe ObITVie KOTO-
POro pasyM BBIHY)X[I€H MBICJIUTh BMecTe C Mzen
omnitudo realitatis (cm.: A 575—576 / B 603—604;
KanTt, 1994, c. 437—438). EcrecTBeHHOCTb ITIOHS TS
O IIeVICTBUTEIIBHOM OBITMM Vifieasia pasyMa He Mo-
JKeT CITYKUTh OCHOBAaHWMEM [IJIsI IO YIIIeHVs TaKo-
ro ObITms, Kak cunran Kanr (cm.: A 581 / B 608;
KanT, 1994, c. 440). Kak pa3 3gecw llesummHT pac-
XOOMTCS C HUM, TI0J1arast, uro omnitudo realitatis —
COBOKYITHOCTb BCeX BO3MOXKHBIX IIpeIMKaTOB —
He CIIocoOHa CyIIecTBOBaTh caMa I10 cebe, HO Hy-
XJaeTcs B yIIpeXX/aroIieM ee ObITHY abCOTIOTHO
VHAVMBUIYaIbHOV CYLIHOCTV, KOTOpasi BBICTYIIa-
71a Obl cyObeKTOM /Il HUX KaK IIpeaynKaros. VIH-
OVBUAYaJIbHBIV XapaKTep ee ObITHA 0ObsiCHSeT-
cst TeM, uto lllesMHT onmpaeTcs Ha JaBHU Me-
Tacpmeq/[quKMﬂ Te3WC, COIJIaCHO KOTOPOMY M€eVi-
CTBUTEJIPHOE CYIIIeCTBOBAHVIE MOXKET ObITh ITPICY-
ITle TOJIBKO MHOVBUIYaIbHO CyIlieMy. beiTue sTo-
ro cyObeKTa He MOXeT OBbITh JOKa3aHO W3 «4TO»,
IIyCTh ¥ YHUBEPCAIIBHOTO, HO MOXET OBITh TOJIBKO
OTKPBITO B 3KCTATMUECKOV HAITPABJIEHHOCTY pas3-
yMa Ha BHeIITHee eMy ¥ BceTfa yke yIIpeauBliiee
ero ObITye. IlerIiHT OOBSACHSET 3TO CIIeYOIIVIM
00pa3oM: «...TO, UTO OXBATHIBAET BCSIKYIO BO3MOXK-
HOCTb 11 YTO CaMO eCThb TOJIBKO BO3MOXKHOe, OyrieT
HEeCIIOCOOHBIM K CAMOOBITIIO I MOXeT OBITH TOJIb-
KO TaKMM 00pa3oM, YTO OHO eCTh JIMIIIb KaK MaTe-
Vsl 4ero-TO APYTroro, UYTO ¥ COCTaBIsgeT [Is Hero
ObITME ¥ B IIPOTVMBOIOJIOKHOCTh YeMy CaMO OHO
HposiBJIsgeT cedsl KaK He-CyIlee CaMOCTOSITeIbHO»
(Ideswmmar, 2018, c. 130; Schelling, 18560, S. 585).
Wrak, B ommnmume ot KanTa IlleymHr mosiara-
€T, UTO MBIIIIIeHVe pa3yMOM KaK CIIOCOOHOCTBIO K
IPOIYKTVBHOMY (POPMIPOBAHMIO MIeVl OHATIS
COBOKYITHOCTV BCeX BO3MOXKHBIX ITpeIMIKaTOB Be-
Ierl BBIHYXKJaeT pasyM 3KCTaTMYeCK! BBIXOOUTH
3a CBOM IIpefesIbl B OHTOJIOIMYeCKM YIIpeX[Iaro-
IITyIO0 ero 00J1acTh, Iojiarasi B Hevl JIeVICTBUTEeIIbHOe
CyIIlecTBOBaHVE aOCOTIOTHOV VIHAVBUIYaIbHON
CYIITHOCTY KaK CyOBeKTa 3TVX IIpeIyKaToB, 0e3 Ko-
TOPOVI OHV KaK IIpeInKaThl BOOOIIe He MO Obl
MeTh MecTa. «CaMo TIOHATVIE COBOKYITHOCT BCe-
ro BO3MOXHOro, — KoHcrarupyet I B. Pe3bix, —
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al existence. The being of such a subject can-
not be proved out of the “what”, even if it is
universal, but can only be discovered by rea-
son ecstatically directed to being which is ex-
ternal to it and already pre-existing. Schelling
(1990, p. 63; cf. Schelling, 1856b, p. 585) offers
this explication: “[...] that which comprehends
all possibility, is itself merely possible, will be
incapable of self-being (des selbst-Seins) and
only be able to be in the mode of relating it-
self as mere material to another [pure Actuali-
ty], which is its being and over against which it
[the pure potentiality] appears as that which is
not through itself.”

Thus, as distinct from Kant, Schelling holds
that reason, as the capacity for generating ideas
of a concept of the totality of all possible pred-
icates of things, forces reason to ecstatical-
ly cross its boundaries into an ontologically
pre-existing area, positing in it real existence
of the absolute individual entity of the subject
of these predicates, without which these pred-
icates would not be possible. Rezvykh (2003,
p. 294) states: “The concept of the totality of
everything possible directs us to this existence
and forces us to consider its relation to this be-
ing not as logical but real.”

Schelling then identifies the Kantian notion
of the manifold of everything possible with the
concept of the idea in the meaning ascribed to
it by post-Kantian philosophy, above all Hegel.
Following Kant, he refers to the absolute in-
dividual essence as the subject of this totality
as ideal (see A 575-576 / B 603-604; Kant, 1998,
pp. 555-556). Pursuing this line of reasoning,
Schelling argues that post-Kantian philosophy,
in an attempt to bridge the gap Kant had estab-
lished between the concept of the sum total of
everything possible and real existence, chose
the wrong path, hoping to derive real being of
the absolute individual from universal think-
ability, from the totality of all possible pred-
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OTChUIaeT K 3TOMY CyIIIeCTBOBaHMIO U TIOOYyX1aeT
Hac paccMaTpVBaTh ee OTHOIIIeHVIe K 3TOMY CyIIle-
CTBOBAHMIO He KaK JIOTMYECKOe, a KaK peajibHOe»
(Pe3BeIx, 2003, c. 294).

MeyumHT maiee MASHTUMUIIMPYET KaHTOB-
CKOe TIOHSITVE COBOKYITHOCTVM BCETO BO3MOYKHOTO
C HOHATMEM ulel B TOM BUE, B KAKOM €ro YIIO-
Tpeliisyla IIOC/IEKaHTOBCKasl wiocodusi, mpe-
Xpe Bcero leresb. AOCOITIOTHYIO MHOIVBUIIYaIb-
HYIO CYITHOCTb B KauecTBe CyOBeKTa 3TOV COBO-
KyIIHOCTM OH, cienyst KaHTy, HasbiBaeT udea.iom
(cm.: A 575—576 / B 603—604; KanT, 1994, c. 437—
438). Meiciib 1llesutMHra B 3TOV CBA3M pa3BepThl-
BaeTcsd TaKMM 00pa3oM, YTO KaK pa3 YHOMSAHYTas
IIOCIIEKAaHTOBCKAs (Prytocodpvist, TIBITAsICh TIPeosIo-
JIeTh YTBepXXIeHHbIVI KaHTOM pa3peiB MeXIy T10-
HSTVEM COBOKYIIHOCTY BCEro BO3MOXKHOIO M JieVi-
CTBUTEJILHBIM CYyIIIeCTBOBaHIEM, BEIOpasia HeBep-
HBIVI IIyTh, HA KOTOPOM OHa HaMepeBajlach BbI-
BeCTV caMO [IeVICTBUTEe/IbHOe ObITie abCOIIOTHO-
rO MHIOVBWUOA W3 YHUBEPCAIBHON MBICJIMMOCTH,
U3 COBOKYITHOCTM BCe€X BO3MOXKHBIX IIPeIVKaTOB
(To ecTp, IO CyTH, Ha HOBOM YpPOBHE IOBTOPUTD
MIPeXXHMVI OHTOJIOTMUeCKUTI apryMeHT). B rcromns-
syemor1 1lle/uTMHTOM TepMIMHOIOTMN 3TO O3HaYa-
JI0, 94TO IIOCJIEKAaHTOBCKast pryIocoduisi IMOIbITa-
J1ach obocHOBaTh ObITHe bora, BEIBOIS CyIleCTBO-
BaHMe naeasa m3 vaen. [lo ero MpIicin, OTHOIIIe-
HVIe JJOJDKHO OBITB IIPSIMO OOpaTHBIM: «...caMa 3Ta
ues He CyIIeCTByeT, CKopee, KaK OOBIYHO T'OBO-
pAT, oHa ecThb ymib mes. He cyiecTByeT BooO-
Ille HUYero BceoOI1ero, Ho TOJIIBKO enHnYHoe. V1
Bceobuyas cyuyHocms CyIeCTBYeT JIUIIb IIOCTO/Ib-
KY, IIOCKOJIBKY a0C0A10MHAA eOUHUUHAA CYUHOCTIb
ecmb B KauecTBe Hee. He viest ny1s mpeasta, Ho vie-
aJl 71714 e ecTb IIpuunHa obITus. ..» (LeminHr,
2018, c. 131; Schelling; 18560, S. 586).

OmmbouHBIT X0 TOCIIEKAaHTOBCKOM  (puyIO-
copum yKOpeHeH B «JIOKHO IOHSATOM TOXIecTBe
MbIuIeHs 1 Oprtvis» (em.: Llermmat, 2000, c. 94;
Schelling, 1858a, 59). 11151 3T0M1 prrstocodmvt GbITHIE
TaK>Ke SIBJISIeTCSI HadaloM, HO IIOHSITO OHO TOJIBKO
B KauecTse IIepBOro MOMEHTa CaMOr'o YHMBEpCaIb-
HOTO MBIITUIeHMs. 171 yIIpeXXaaroIero 3To MbIIII-
sieHVie OBITVS Y Hee HeT HMKaKOTo TIOHATHS. Tako
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icates (i.e. essentially repeated the selfsame
ontological argument at a new level). To use
Schelling’s terminology, post-Kantian philos-
ophy sought to justify God’s existence by de-
riving the existence of the ideal from the idea.
He believes the relationship should be the re-
verse of this: “This idea itself, however, does
not exist; it is rather, as one says, mere Idea.
There exists nothing at all universal, but only
the specific (Einzelnes); and the universal essence
exists only if the absolute individual (das absolute
Einzelwesen) is it. It is not the case that the Idea
is the cause of the being of the Ideal, rather
the Ideal is the cause of the being (Ursache des
Seins) of the Idea [...]” (Schelling, 1990, p. 64; cf.
Schelling, 1856b, p. 586).

The erroneous course of post-Kantian phi-
losophy is rooted in the “falsely understood
identity of thought and being”?® (Schelling,
1858a, p. 59). For this philosophy, being is also
a beginning, but it is understood only as the
first moment of universal thought itself. It has
no designation for being that precedes thought.
This approach reduces real being to a logi-
cal definition, thus eliminating the difference
between the logical and the real that is so im-
portant for Kant (see, for example, A 598-599 /
B 626-627; Kant, 1998, pp. 566-567).

In contrast, Schelling (1858a, p. 164) ar-
gues that “if we want something which exists
outside of thought , we are forced to proceed
from being that is absolutely independent
from all thinking and precedes all thinking.”*
He proposes what he considers to be the only
true understanding of the unity of being and
thought: “In this unity, the priority does not lie
on the side of thoughts; being (das Sein) is the

2% “[...] von einer falsch verstandenen Identitit des Denkens
und des Seyns.”

Z “Wollen wir irgend etwas aufSer dem Denken Seyendes, so
miissen wir von einen Seyn ausgehen, das absolut unabhingig
von allem Denken, das allem Denken zuvorkommend ist.”



XOfI, peyLupyeT JIeVICTBUTe/IbHOe ObITIe K JIOT V-
YecKOMY OITperie/IeHI IO, HUBEJIVPYsl TeM CaMbIM
" CTOJIb BakHOe errle 1171g KaHTa pasiamune Mex-
11y JIOTMYeCKMM U peasibHBIM (Cp., Hamp.: A 598 —
599 / B 626—627; KanT, 1994, c. 451—452).

B mpormBoBec sTomy dmtocod cumTaeT, UTo
«ecJIVt MBI XOTVM 4ero-TO BHe MBIIIUIEHUs CyIle-
IO, TO MBI 8b/H1K0eHbl OTIIPABIISTHCS OT OBITVS, a0-
COJIIOTHO He3aBMCVIMOTO OT BCSKOIO MBIIIJIeHNs,
orepe’karoIlero Bcsikoe MblnuteHve» (Iesmmmr,
2000, c. 215; Schelling, 1858a, S. 164). B cBsasu c
STVIM OH ITpeJlyIaraeT, Kak eMy KaXeTcsl, ICTUHHOe
MOHVIMaHVe eVMHCTBa ObITVS 1 MBIIUICHMUS: «...B
9TOM eIVMHCTBe IPUOPUTET HaXOAUTCS He Ha CTO-
poHe MblleHns. boimue — 3T0 niepBoe, MbIIILIe-
Hye — TOJIBKO BTOpoe vin nocjesyioriee» (Ille-
nmHr, 2018, c. 132; Schelling, 18566, S. 587).

Taxvm obpasom, nosuTmBHas dustocodns vc-
XOOWT 13 HECOMHEHHOTO OBITVSI €VMHIYHOrO ab-
COJTIOTHOTO MH/VIBILYYMa, BBICTYTIAIOIIETO CyOh-
€KTOM BCeX BO3MOXKHBIX ITpeAynKaros. Tereps, oc-
HOBBIBAsiCh Ha ITPOV3BEIEHHOV PEeKOHCTPYKIIN
Kputuky 1lleJUIMHIOM OHTOJIOTMYECKOro apry-
MeHTa ¥ ero MHTepIpeTaliuy yueHus Kanra o6
nleaste pasyMa, Mbl JOJDKHBI HaKOHeIT IIOCTaBUTh
BoIIpoc o ToM, (1) coxpaHseTcs1 IV B pa3MbIIIIIEHN-
sx IleyyIvHra HEKOTOPHBI CJIefT, OHTOJIOTMTUeCKOrO
criocoba apryMeHTVpOBaHMS U (2) BbIABUTAeT JIN
OH B cBoell prtocodun crocod roKasaTeIbCTBa
ObITus bora, ajbTepHATUBHBIVI TpaJUIIVIOHHOMY
OHTOJIOTMUeCKOMY JT0Ka3aTeJIbCTBY.

Yro kacaeTcsi IIepBOro 13 Ha3BaHHBIX MOMEH-
TOB, TO ObUIO ycTaHOB/IeHO: [1lesuHT 060CHOBaAH-
HO IPUYNCIIeTCS K TeM MBICJIUTENISIM, KOTOpble
OTBepraroT OHTOJIOrMYecKny1 aprymeHnT. Het Huka-
KOrO COMHEHWsI B TOM, UTO JIJIsl Hero CyIllecTBOBa-
Hye Bora He cjlefiyeT 13 ero CyIiHOCTV U He MO-
JKeT OBITH BBIBEIEHO W3 ero TIOHSATVS HY aHaJTUTH-
4ecKy, HU CIIeKYJISTUBHO-/IMasleKTdecki. Bmecte
C TeM aHaJIM3 IIeJUIMHIOBCKOVM MHTepIIpeTanimn
KaHTOBCKOT'O YUeHVIsI O TPAHCIIeH/IeHTaIbHOM Wle-
aJjie ¥ IIeJUIVIHTOBCKOTO Te3vca 00 3KCTATUeCKOM
XapakTepe pasyMa II0Ka3asl, YTO YCUIIVS PrIIoCco-
dpa HarIpaBIIeHbI Ha SKCIIO3UIIVIO YIIPEXKIAOIIero
pa3syM HeCOMHeHHOTO ObITHs. B criocobe mx peam-
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first, thinking only the second or following”*
(Schelling, 1856b, p. 587).

Thus, positive philosophy proceeds from
the undoubted being of the specific absolute
individual, acting as the subject of all possible
predicates. Now, based on the reconstruction
of Schelling’s critique of the ontological argu-
ment and his interpretation of Kant’s account
of the ideal of reason, we must finally put the
question whether (1) there is any trace of the
ontological argument in Schelling’s reasoning
and whether (2) he in his philosophy offers
any method of proving the existence of God
that is an alternative to the traditional ontolog-
ical proof.

As for the first part of the question, I have
established that Schelling is rightly consid-
ered to be among the thinkers who reject the
ontological argument. There is no doubt that
for him the existence of God does not follow
from his essence and cannot be derived from
his concept either analytically or in a specu-
lative-dialectical way. At the same time, my
analysis of Schelling’s interpretation of the
Kantian doctrine on the transcendental ideal
and Schelling’s thesis on the ecstatic character
of reason has shown that his efforts are direct-
ed towards the exposition of undoubted being
which pre-empts reason. The mode of imple-
mentation reveals a certain analogy between
the course of ontological justification of the ex-
istence of God and the course of Schelling’s ex-
position of being which precedes thought. In
both cases this argument can be described as
recursive: he proceeds from the universal con-
cept, the ultimate thinkability, and goes back
to being that precedes thought and is outside
thought. This structural analogy of the exposi-
tion of being which precedes all thought and

% “In dieser Einheit aber ist die Prioritit nicht auf Seiten des
Denkens; das Seyn ist das Erste, das Denken erst das Zweite
oder Folgende” .
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3alMy MOXKHO BCe JKe HallTy OIlpeJie/leHHYIO aHa-
JIOTVIIO MeXIy XOIOM OHTOJIOIMYecKOro oOOCHO-
BaHWMs ObITHsE bora 1 XormoM sKcro3mimm Herrper-
MbIcsMoro ObiTrs y Ilesmara. B obomx ciyua-
SX XOJI, 5TOT MOXeT ObITh OXapaKTepr30BaH Kak pe-
KYpcubbvlil: OH ICXOOWUT U3 YHUBEPCaJIbHOI'O ITOHSI-
TV, TIPEAeIIbHOV MBICJIVIMOCTY M BO3BpalllaeTcs K
OBITIMIO KaK IIEPBOMY 3TOrO MBIIIJIEHNS, KOTOpOe
KaK ero IepBoe 1iMeeT MeCTO IO M BHe MBIIIIJIeHVSI.
DTa CTPYKTYpHasl aHaJIOTMsl 3KCIO3UIIAM IIpel-
IIIECTBYIOIIETO BCIKOMY MBIIIJIEHMIO OBITHS U [10-
KasaTeJIbCTBa CYIIEeCTBOBaHMS BCeCOBepIIIeHHeVI-
IIeT1 CyIITHOCTM MOXKeT OBbITh OIl03HaHa B KauecTBe
COXpaHLIOIIErocsd pe3ulyymMa OHTOJIOIMYEeCKOro
criocoba aprymeHTanuu B dpvtocodpvn Hlermn-
ra. BaXHbIM TyT siBJIsieTcs ellle M TOT acIleKT, uTo B
00oux cily4asix pedb MeT O IIPeBbIIeHn — IIpe-
BBIIIIEHVI TOTO, O YbeM OBITUI WET pedb, TOrO,
YTO B HEM TOJILKO MBICJIUTCS. XOTs XapaKTep IIpe-
BBILIIEH VST KaXKIbIVI pa3 PasHbIVL: B CJIy4ae OHTOJIO-
I'MYecKOro apryMeHTa pedb ueT O TOM IIpeBblliie-
HWUV peaIbHOCTY V1 COBEPIIIEHCTBa, KOTOpble OyayT
OTCYTCTBOBATh, €CJIV OIYCTUTh HeObITIE CYIIEro,
BO BTOPOM — 00 3KCTaTMYeCKOM YITPeXIIeHNIA
Takas aHastorus, BripodeM, He JOJDKHa BBOIUTE
B 3a051y>xaenHve. Paspeis IlesuivHra ¢ TpagmioH-
HBIMV POPMaMV OHTOJIOIMYeCKOro apryMeHTa I'o-
pasfo paayiKajibHee, yeM yKa3aHHasl IIpeeMCTBeH-
HOCTB, K TOMY JXe VMeloIast BecbMa (popMaIbHBIN
xapakTep. Bo-miepBbix, He cilemyeT 3abbIBaTh, UTO
HauMHaHMe PrIocodCKOro 1cciIeIoBaHms ¢ HeCo-
MHEHHOro ObITVs He HyXmaeTcs, cortacHo [1les-
JIMHTY, B IIpedBapuTeIbHOM OOOCHOBAaHMM 3KC-
IUIVKaIyern OecKOHeYHOV TIOTeHLMM IIO3HaHS,
TO eCTb YHUBepcaslbHOM MbIcimmocT. Ho, uTo
BaKHee, BO-BTOPBIX, PeKypCysl MBIIIUIEHNS K CBO-
eMy mnepsomy B ciiydae IllesiHra BBIBOOUT Ta-
KOBOe K 3TOMY IIepBOMY B KauecTBe, CKakeM Tak,
BIlepeJl-11-BHe-MbIIIUIeHVs-CyIIIeCTBYIOIIero, TOr-
Jla KaK ajIbTepHaTVBHbIE 1IeJUIMHIOBCKOMY TWUIIBI
Ve INCTIYeCKOro O0OCHOBaHMS ObITHSI abco-
JIIOTHOTO BO3BpalllaloT yHMBepcaJIbHOe MBbIIIlTe-
HMe K OBITMIO KaK €20 IIepBOMY TOJIBKO B CaMOM
MbIIUIeHUN. [laxke TaM, I7le OHTOJIOIMYeCKUII ap-
I'YMEeHT B TPaJVIIVIOHHOV CBOell popMe ITpeTeH/Ty-
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proof of the existence of the most perfect be-
ing can be seen as the vestige of the ontolog-
ical argument in Schelling’s philosophy. It is
important to note that in both cases we see an
excess of that whose being is being discussed,
over what is merely thought in it. Although the
character of this excess is different: in the case
of the ontological argument it is the excess of
reality and perfection which would be absent if
one allowed the non-being of what is and in the
second case, ecstatic pre-emption.

The analogy, however, need not be mis-
leading. Schelling’s break with the traditional
forms of the ontological argument is far more
radical than the above-mentioned continuity,
which is anyway rather formal in character.
First, we should not forget that starting philo-
sophical research from undoubted being does
not need, according to Schelling, prior justifi-
cation of the infinite potential of cognition, i.e.
universal thinkability. Secondly, Schelling’s re-
cursion to his first leads to the first in the ca-
pacity of what may be called being which is
before and outside thought, whereas the types
of idealistic justification of the existence of the
absolute alternative to Schelling’s take univer-
sal thought back to being as its first only with-
in thought itself. Even where the ontological
argument in its traditional form purports to
prove the necessary existence of the object of
the concept of the most perfect being or nec-
essarily existing entity outside mind, in reality
it does not move towards real being independ-
ent from thought, merely proving the need for
the existence of the concept of the most per-
fect being in the mind. The ecstatic character
of reason in Schelling’s doctrine accords with
the notion of reason transcending itself towards
what already is.

We are now in a position to pass on to the
second question as to whether Schelling offers
any alternative methods of proving the exis-



eT Ha JI0Ka3aTeJIbCTBO HeOOXOIVMOIO CyIIeCTBO-
BaHMS IIpeMeTa TIOHSTIS BCeCOBEPIIIEHHEVIIIIero
VIV HeOOXOVIMO CYILIEeCTBYIOIIIErO CyIIlecTBa BHe
yMa, Ha Jlejle OH He IepexofuT K He3aBUCMOMY
OT MBIIIIIEHN IeVICTBUTEITEHOMY OBITIIO, [IOKa3bl-
Basl TOJIBKO HEOOXOIVMMOCTh HaJIMUMSI CAMOI'O II0-
HSTVS BCeCOBepPIIIeHHeVIIIIero CyIero B yme. DKc-
TaTUYHOCTD e pasyma B yuenun lllesmiHra no-
3BOJISIET pacCMaTpUBaTh pasyM B KauecTBe MpaHc-
yeHOupyou,eeo cedst cCaMoro K TOMY, UTO Yxe €CTb.

[laHHOe 00CTOSATENTLCTBO ODecIieunBaeT Iepexort
KO BTOPOMY W3 BbI/IeJIEeHHBIX MOMEHTOB — BOIIPOCY
o ToM, npeyiaraet yiv IlesMHT Kakue-To ajisrep-
HaTMBHBIE CIIOCOOBI IOKa3aTeslbcTBa OblTust bora,
€CJIV OHTOJIOTMYECKOe JOKA3aTeIbCTBO 3TOr0 OBITVS
HecocTosATeIbHO. VI 371eck MOXKHO YBUIIETh, UTO OH U
B caMoM Jiesle (POpPMYJIMPYyeT TaKyIO ajIbTepHaTVBY.
J1es10 B TOM, 4TO HEBO3MOXKHOCTB JJ0Ka3aTeJIbCTBa Cy-
1iecTBoBaHM: bora, vcxopsiiero ns3 ero CymiHoCTyY,
elle He O3HaYaeT HEBO3MOXXHOCTVI OOOCHOBaHVIS
HPVHAJIEXKHOCTM TOV CYIIHOCTV HECOMHEHHO U
TOJIBKO JIUIIIB cyiecTByomeMy. [IyTh obocHOBaHIA
TaKOVI ITpMHaIeXXHOCTH 11 BbiOVpaeT lesumar. [To
€ro MHEHWIO, MbI He MOXXEM JI0Ka3aTh, YTO BCECO-
BepIIeHHeVIIIIee CYIIEeCTBO CYIIEeCTByeT, HO MBI MO-
’eM 0DOCHOBaTh, UTO HECOMHEHHO CYIIeCTBYIOIIIee
ecThb BcecoBepIlleHHerIIIee CcyIecTBo: «Craio ObITh,
XOTSI 51 VI He MOT'Y VICXOIMTB M3 OHSATUS boea, 4T00BI
JIOKasaThb cyllecTBoBaHMe bora, omHako s Mory ot-
IIPaBUTHCS OT TIOHATVIS TOJIBKO JIVIIIb HECOMHEHHO
CYIIECTBYIOIIErO ¥, Ha00OPOT, I0Ka3aTh OOXecTBO
HeCOMHeHHO cytectsyomiero» (Ilermmmr, 2000,
c. 209—210; Schelling, 1858a, S. 159).

Ilokas aTOro 1 ecTh Ny Th IIO3UTUBHOV (PUIIOCO-
dvn. Ee modus progrediendi*> IpyHIIMIIMATIBHO OT-
JI4aeTcs OT TaKOBOro (prjiocodpmy HeraTMBHOV,
OCHOBAaHHOV Ha aHaym3e «uTo». Duytocodms, mo-
KasbIBaloIast 00xectmBeHHOCb HECOMHEHHO CYuje-
20, He MOXXeT OBITh UVCTO PpallVIOHAJIBHOM PUIIO-
cocpmeﬂ, OrpaHMYMBAaIOIIENICS Ha3BaHHBIM aHa-
musoM. Tlostomy «rosuTmBHaAg dustocodmst Kak
IIPOTVBONOJIOKHOCTD PallVIOHa/IM3Ma BCe XKe TaK-
JKe He CMOXXeT He ITPW3HaTh, 9YTO KaKMM-TO oDOpa-
30M U B KQKOM-TO CMBICJIE SIBJISIeTCS SMIIVIPU3MOM»

2 Criocol mpofBvoKeHMs (J1aT.).
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tence of God, if the ontological proof is un-
tenable. Here we can see that he does indeed
formulate such an alternative. The fact that it is
impossible to prove the existence of God pro-
ceeding from His essence, does not yet mean
that it is impossible to prove that this entity
belongs undoubtedly and solely to that which
exists. Schelling chooses this approach to jus-
tify such belonging. In his opinion, we cannot
prove that the most perfect being exists, but we
can prove that what undoubtedly exists is the
most perfect being: “Hence, although I cannot
proceed from the concept of God to prove the
existence of God I can proceed from the con-
cept of what undoubtedly solely exists and
prove vice versa the divinity of what undoubt-
edly exists”? (Schelling, 1858a, p. 159).
Demonstrating this is the path of positive
philosophy. Its modus progrediendi is funda-
mentally different from that of negative philos-
ophy based on the analysis of the “what”. The
philosophy that justifies the divinity of what un-
doubtedly is cannot be a purely rational philoso-
phy confined to the above-mentioned analysis.
Therefore “positive philosophy as the opposite
of rationalism still cannot but admit that it is
empirical in some way and in some sense”?
(Schelling, 1858a, p. 126). It is directly relat-
ed to experience. What is important is to un-
derstand the character of this experience. It is
not, as one might think, considering the task of
positive philosophy, a kind of mystical expe-
rience, for example, historically translated ex-
perience of Christ’s miracles, the experience of
a sense of the infinite or direct contemplation
of the divine. Positive philosophy, Schelling

¥ “Ich kann also zwar nicht vom Begriff Gott ausgehen, um
Gottes Existenz zu beweisen, aber ich kann vom Begriff des
blof unzweifelhaft Existirenden ausgehen und umgekehrt die
Gottheit des unzweifelhaft Existirenden beweisen.”

30 “[...] so wird sie als Gegensatz des Rationalismus doch
auch nicht ablehnen konnen, auf irgend eine Weise und irgend
einem Sinne Empirismus zu seyn.”
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(Wemmar 2000, c. 171; Schelling, 1858a, S. 126).
Ona mMeeT mpsIMOe OTHOIIeHVE K ONBITY. Bakro
TOJIBKO IIPABVIIBHO ITOHSTB XapaKTep TaKOro OITbI-
Ta. OH He SIBJIgeTCs, KaK MOXXHO OBbLIO OBI, yUMUTHI-
Bag 3a/a4vy HO3UTUBHON PvIocoduy, TIOIyMaTh,
KaKVIM-TO OIpeieJIeHHBIM MVCTUUECKVIM OITBITOM,
HaIpyIMep WMCTOPWYECKV TPaaVPOBAaHHBIM OITHI-
TOM 4ypgec XpUCTa, OIBITOM UYyBCTBa OeckoHeu-
HOTO WJIM HeNOCPeICTBEHHOro co3epliaHms 0o-
KecTBeHHOrO. [To3uTnBHAs dustocodms, camTaeT
lesutmHr, He HO/DKHA MCXOOUTH M3 KaKOro-imbo
OTZIEJIBHOTO OITbITa VIV BCTPEYAIOIIerocs B OIbI-
Te OTHEIbHOIO OBITVISL: ee II0jIeé — 3TO «BECh OITBIT
oT HauaJia 10 KoH1a» (Iermmar, 2000, c. 176 —-177;
Schelling, 1858a, S. 130). B cBoeit orope Ha «Bech
OITBIT» TIO3UTMBHAas prIocodmsl He perpeccuBHa,
a npoepeccubua. B 3TON nporpeccum Tak IOHSATHIV
OITBIT, TIOCIIEIOBATEIIPHO PACKPHIBASICh, IIPVBOIT
MIO3UTMBHO-PWIIOCOPCKOe VccilefIoBaHMe K TOMY,
YTO, C OIHOVI CTOPOHBI, TPAHCIIEHIEHTHO /1151 OIIbI-
Ta, HO, C IPYTOW, SIBJISeT ce0si B HeM KaK MOPaJIbHO
JeVICTBYIOIIasl MHTeJUINTeHIINS — CBOOOIHO TBO-
pslliee MVUp BcecOBepIIIEHHeTIIIIee CyIIeCTBO.

4. IlosutnBHAas Purocodpmusa
M IlepcreKTHBa IIPeoIoIeHNsI
OHTO-TE0-JIOTUN

BeigBuB B 001IVIX UepTax CIIeIMUKY TPaKTOB-
KV OHTOJIOTMYEeCKOTO apryMeHTa ¥ TpaHCleH/IeH-
TaJIbHOTO Mpleasia y IllesvHra, Mbl MOXeM CIIPO-
CUTb, HaCKOJIBKO IIpe[JIOKeHHOe 3TUM (PuIoco-
oM pemreHMe TTPOOTIEMBI CYITHOCTV ¥ OBITHS
bora siBiisleTcss HOBAaTOPCKMM ¥ OCTaeTCs 3HAUM-
MBIM cerofHs. CrieaTb 3TO MBI MOXXEM B TOM YVIC-
Jle ONMpasiCh Ha OIBIT VCCIIeJOBaHM I1eJIIMHTOB-
ckom dpumstocodmm, IPoIeIaHHOIO TaKMMM aBTO-
pamu, Kak K.-®. Kyprun u JI. Tenrem. Onu xe
BO MHOTOM CB$I3bIBAlOT BOIIPOC O BO3MOXKHOVI 3Ha-
YMMOCTM IeJUIMHTOBCKON MBIC/I O bore n obo-
CHOBaHWM €ro CYyIIeCTBOBaHMS C IIPOOJIeMOVI OH-
mMo-1meo-4102u Vi IepCIIeKTUBaMI ee IIPeoIoIeH s,
a CTasio OBITH, POPMUPOBAHMIS HEOHOME0A02 U e-
cxoui memagpusuky. CaMo IIOHSTVMIE OHTO-TEO-JIO-
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(1858a, p. 130) argues, should not proceed from
any individual experience or individual being
that occurs in experience: its domain is “entire
experience from beginning to end.”*! In pro-
ceeding from “all experience” positive philos-
ophy is not regressive but progressive. In this
progression experience, understood in this
way, progressively revealing itself, brings pos-
itive-philosophical research to what is, on the
one hand, transcendental for experience, but
on the other hand presents itself in it as the
morally acting intelligent being (Intelligenz),
the supremely perfect being freely creating the
world.

4. Positive Philosophy
and the Prospect
of Overcoming Ontotheology

Having outlined the main features of
Schelling’s interpretation of the ontologi-
cal argument and the transcendental ideal,
we can now ask to what extent the solution
of the problem of the essence and being of
God he proposes is innovative and relevant to
the present day. In doing so we may proceed
from the analysis of Schelling’s philosophy by
such authors as Courtine and Tengelyi. They
associate the question of the significance of
Schelling’s idea of God and proof of His exist-
ence with the problem of ontotheology and the
prospect of overcoming it and hence the de-
velopment of a non-ontotheological metaphysics.
The concept of ontotheology, in the meaning
in which it is used here, was introduced by
Heidegger (1969) in his work Onto-theo-logi-
cal Constitution of Metaphysics (1956/57). In a
very simplified way, the key features of meta-
physics structured in this way are as follows.
(1) It thinks of being from a certain foundation,
the foundation being the prevailing being, God.

31 “die gesammte Erfahrung von Anfang bis zu Ende.”



TV B TOM €ro 3Ha4eHWM, KOTOpoe 37eCh IOopas-
yMeBaeTcs, ObIIO BBeZleHO Xavierrepom B padote
«OHTO-Teo-JIorMYeckoe CTpoeHne MeTadu3nKI»
(1956—1957) (Xamperrep, 1997). BecbMa ymporiias,
MOYKHO BBIJIEJIUTDH pelllaroliyie OCOOEHHOCTI VIMe-
IoIIIeV1 Takoe cTpoeHve MeTadprsuku. (1) B Her cy-
I1lee MBICJIUTCS M3 HEKOTOPOIO 0CHOBaHUSA, VI STUM
OCHOBaHMeM BbICTyIIaeT IIPeVMYIIeCTBeHHOe CY-
mee — bor. (2) Cama meradmsmka Kak «Hayka
€CTh CHCTeMaTM4YeCcKoe pa3BUTHe TOrO 3HAHMS, Ka-
KOBBIM 3HaeT cebs caMo ObITHe CYIero 1 KaKoBO
OHO TIOVCTMHe ecTb» (Xampmerrep, 1997, c. 40). On-
TO-TEO-JIOTTYeCKOe CTPOeHVe IIPUCYTCTBYeT YiKe
B JIpeBHNUX o0pasliaX TPaaWIIMOHHOV MeTadwsu-
KV ¥ KyJIBMUHUpPYeT B cucTeMe [eresisi, koTopas
OCHOBBbIBAeTCSl Ha HayKe JIOTMKM KaK 3KCIUIVKa-
LIV IIOHSATOTO B KauecTBe abCOIIOTHO CyIIiero ab-
COJIFOTHOTO MBIIIIJIEHVSI, MBICIIAIIEro cedsi caMo-
ro. BosHuKkaeT BOIIpOC, MOT'YT JIM IIeJUIMHIOBCKOe
IIpOsiCHeHVIe BO3MOYKHOCTeV! ITpVIMeHeH Vsl OHTOJIO-
IMYecKoro aprymeHTa u ero ydeHue o bore ciy-
JKUTB €CJIV He IIPeoIoJIeHeM, TO XOTs ObI 0003Ha-
4JeHMeM IrpaHNII OHTO-Teo-Ttormi. Cam Xarizerrep,
I10 KpartHeVl Mepe B yIIOMSHYyTOM padore, Ha [1les-
JIVMHTA B 3TON CBsi3M He cchulaercs. O pasmann
TIO3UTMBHOM 1 HeratvpHOM driocodpum y Illen-
JIVHTA OH BbICKA3bIBaeTCs B IPYTMX MecTax, CKopee
B TOM IUIaHe, YTO pas3jIndie 3TO CBUIETeIbCTBY-
eT 0 Bce ellle MeTapM3MYeCKOM XapaKTepe IIOHS-
Tnst cobonsl y Illesvmara (em.: Heidegger, 1997,
S. 101), Ha3bIBad Takke 3TO pasjiyme «OecrioMolI-
HbIM pasnerteHviem» (hilflose Scheidung) (Heide-
gger, 2014, S. 96). boree Toro, HeKOTOpbIe B OOJIB-
eV VIJIM MEHBIIIEV CTEeIeHM 3aBMCVIMbIE OT €ro
MBICII prIT0COBI BUIAT B HO3UTUBHOM PUIIOCO-
vt HlerummHra Kak pas JIerpazaiyio o cpaBHe-
Hu1o Jaxke c siorukov Ieress. Tax, K. bodpe Tpak-
TyeT ee KaK «1/1eaJIVICTUUeCKYIO arloJIOrmIo MyJie-
O-XpUCTMaHCKMX IpercTasieHum» (bodpe, 2007,
c. 186)*, a K.-O. Amertb — Kak OKas3aBIIMVICS pe-

2 Cp., Bupouem, kKak KypTuH momonHsgeT cyxieHne
Bodpe: (Courtine, 1990, p. 166).
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(2) Metaphysics as “science is the systematic
development of knowledge, the Being of be-
ings knows itself as this knowledge, and thus
it is in truth” (Heidegger, 1969, p. 54). The on-
totheological structure is present already in an-
cient specimens of traditional metaphysics and
culminates in Hegel’s system which is based
on the science of logic as an explication of ex-
isting absolute thinking, understood as abso-
lute and thinking itself. The question suggests
itself, can Schelling’s explication of the possi-
bilities of using the ontological argument and
his account of God, if not overcome, then at
least mark the boundaries of, ontotheology?
Heidegger himself does not refer to Schelling
in the above-mentioned work. He comments
on Schelling’s differentiation between positive
and negative philosophy elsewhere, suggest-
ing that this difference attests that Schelling
still tends to think of freedom in metaphysical
terms (see Heidegger, 1997, p. 101), recognis-
ing it as “helpless division”* (see Heidegger,
2014, p. 96). Moreover, some philosophers, in-
fluenced by Heidegger to varying degrees,
see his philosophy as degradation compared
even with Hegel’s logic. Thus, Jean Beau-
fret interprets it “as an idealistic apology of
Judeo-Christian conceptions” (Beaufret, 2006,
p. 88) (but see Courtine’s (1990, p. 166) addition
to Beaufret’s judgement), and K. O. Apel (1991,
p. 82n) as gnosis resulting from ontic reduc-
tion.® Nor is there any doubt that for Schell-
ing, in a historical situation when philosophy
lost its object, God occupies its place: the the-
ological dimension of his positive philosophy
can hardly be challenged (see Schelling, 1856a,
p. 295n; Tengelyi, 2015, p. 163). All the more
interesting is the attempt of modern think-
ers to see Schelling’s positive philosophy as
an endeavour to break with ontotheologically

32 “hilflose Scheidung.”
¥ ie. explanation of an ontic entity through another one
but not through its being.



A.b. [Tatkynp

3yJIbTaTOM OHTWYECKOW PemyKIIMu™ 2HO3UC (CM.:
Armesp, 2001, c. 10, mpumeu.). He BbI3bIBaeT COMHe-
HI 1 TO, uTo i IlesuvHra mmvenHo bor B ncto-
pUYecKot CUTyalumn yTpaTel dputocoduent cob-
CTBEHHOrO ITpefiMeTa 3aHVMMaeT MeCTO TaKOBOIO:
camo 110 cebe TeoJIOrMUecKoe M3MepeHMe ero Io-
3UTUBHOV prstocodpmm efiBa Iy MOXKHO OCIIOPUTH
(em.: Herwmmar, 2013, c. 233 mpumeu.; Schelling,
18564, S. 295 Anm.; Tengelyi, 2015, S. 163). Tem m1n-
TepecHee CTpeMJIeHVe COBPeMEeHHBIX MBICIIITeSIeN
yBUeTb B no3uTmBHOM dustocodpum Ilermmra
IIOIIBITKY IIOpBaTh C OHTO-TEO-JIOTMYECKN YCTPO-
eHHoV MeTadmsukont. Tak, Tenrenm cumraet, uTO
«y nosnHero Ille/uinHra peds MaeT He 0 BO3Bpallle-
HUY K OHTOTEOJIOIMY, a, HaIlpOTUB, O paJViKalb-
HOVI KPUTMKE OHTOTEOJIOMYeCKN YCTPOEHHOV Me-
Tadpmsukm» (Tengelyi, 2015, S. 163). Onmpasich oT-
yvacT Ha pabotbl KypTtuna n Tenrerm, oTyactu
Ha Tpy/bl camoro IlejumHra, MOXXHO BBISIBUTH 110
KparHer Mepe 1IBa BaXXHBIX IIYHKTa, MapKUpPYIO-
IIMX, ITYCTh TI0Ka XOTs ObI 1 ITpo0JIeMaTIIecKyIo,
3HaunMocTh [1lesuInHra B fesie mpeonosieHns OH-
TO-TEO-JIOI MY KaK rOCIIONICTBYIOIeV MeTapU3VKIA

(1) IHemnuur pagykaabHBEIM oOpasoM obOpa-
IIaeT TpaJVLIVIOHHBIVI MeTadu3MUecKuii Te3nc o
COOTHOIIIEHUN CYIITHOCTV ¥ CyIIleCTBOBaHMs, Je-
KJIapUpysl B KOHTEKCTe CBOeV ITO3UTUBHOV PrIo-
cobvim npuopumem cyuwecmbobanus Had CyujHo-
cmoto. Y Hero, mpasfia, Takoe oOpallleHue MMeeT
CWIY TOJIBKO IIO OTHOIIEHWIO K OHTOJIOIMYeCcKOV
KOHCTUTYLIMM Bora, HO MBI 3HaeM, 4TO B IIOCTIE[TY-
1o111ert pvyTocodpv TAHHBIV Te3VC ObIT ITepeHeceH
VI Ha IPYTOVI TUII CyIIlero — Ha 4eJIoBeKa, KaK 3TO
npownsornwio, Harpumep, y XK-I1. Caprpa (Captp,
1990, c. 319—323). Ba)XHBIM acIIeKTOM SIBJISIETCS TO,
YTO HEeCOMHEHHOe OBITVe, IIpeIecTByIoIee JIo-
OGomy «uTO», He IIpeIioaraeT Kakoro-imbo ocHO-
BaHMs (& OHTO-TeO-JIOIMs MBICIIUT cylriee n3 bora
KaK 0cHoBanus) vl He Hy>XIaeTcs B HeM: OHO 0e30c-
HOBHO, TIPENCTABIISIS COOOVI «IIPOIIACTB IS YeJIoBe-
4JecKoro pasyma» (A 613 / B 641; Kant, 1994, c. 462).
Dustocodust, icxoaIast U3 TOJIBKO VI HeCOMHeH-
HO CYIIIeCTBYIOIIero, — 3T0 dpriocodusi, KoTopasi

# To ecTb yCTpaHAIONEro OBTUIIHEIE (HEeHOMEHE
OOBSICHEHVISI OTHOTO CYIIETO M3 APYIOro CYIIero.
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structured metaphysics. Thus, Tengelyi (2015,
p- 163) believes that “the later Schelling speaks
not about returning to ontotheology but, on
the contrary, about a radical critique of onto-
theologically structured metaphysics.”** On
the basis partly of the works of Courtine and
Tengelyi and partly on the works of Schelling
himself, we can identify at least two important
points indicating the significance (admittedly
still problematical) of Schelling in overcoming
ontotheology as the dominant metaphysics.

(1) Schelling reverses the traditional meta-
physical thesis on the relation between essence
and being, declaring in the context of his posi-
tive philosophy the priority of being over essence.
True, this is only true with respect to the onto-
logical constitution of God, but we know that
in subsequent philosophy this thesis was ex-
tended to the other type of being, man, as wit-
nessed, for example, by Jean-Paul Sartre (2007,
pp- 22-26). It is important to note that an un-
doubted being preceding any “what” does not
imply any foundation (while ontotheology
thinks of that which is with God as the founda-
tion) and does not need it: it is baseless and “for
human reason the true abyss” (A 613 / B 641;
Kant, 1998, p. 574). A philosophy proceeding
from only and undoubtedly existing is a phi-
losophy which “tries to escape from the dom-
inance of the Satz vom Grunde®”* (Courtine,
1990, p. 166). Tengelyi believes that in putting
forward baseless being devoid of the “what”
as the start of the answer to the question about
being as being, Schelling avoids a catholo-tino-
logical’” answer to the question that is typical

- “I...] es sich beim spiten Schelling nicht um eine Riickkehr
zur Ontotheologie, sondern vielmehr um eine radikale Kritik
der ontotheologisch verfassten Metaphysik handelt.”

¥ Principle of reason (German).

% “[...] cherche a échapper a l'emprise du Satz vom
Grunde.”

¥ i.e. through explication of the essence, of the “what”
(tf) of being as a whole (xaBolov). Tengelyi juxtaposes
this type of metaphysics (and the understanding of what
is generally) to protological metaphysics which sees
what exists as such as the first intransient essence.



«rpITaeTcst m3dexars rocropcrea Satz vom Grun-
de*» (Courtine, 1990, p. 166). Terrenm cumTaeTt, 4TO
CBOVIM BBIJIBVDKEHIEM OE30CHOBHOIO VI JIMIIIEHHO-
rO «9TO» CYIIIeCTBOBaHMS B KadeCTBe Hadasla pas-
BepThIBaHMS OTBeTa Ha BOIIPOC O CyIlleM Kak Cy-
meyM, HlesyMHT yXOOUT OT KkamoAo-muHos02uye-
CK020* OTBeTa Ha 3TOT BOIIPOC, TUITMYHOIO 1715 He-
raTvBHON pryocodnit, COOTBETCTBEHHO, OHTO-Te-
o-torvy. OH IuIeT; «ToV O0IIIerT OCHOBHOM yep-
Te MeTaUM3MKM KaK HeraTwBHOV dwtocodmm?,
KOTOpas JI0JKHa OblsTa OBl BeCTH KO BCe OOJIbIIIeMy
IpeoOyIalaHNIO B HEW KaTOJIO-TMHOJIOTMTYeCKO
cTpyKTyphl, IlleJUIMHT MpPOTMBOMIOCTABIISIET He-
IIPEIMBICITIMOE OBITHE, VIV, TOUHee, HelTpeIMbIC-
mmmMoe cyiectsoBanue» (Tengelyi, 2015, S. 158).

(2) erummar nokaseiBaeT, 4To bor 1o ceoemy
OBITVIO He MOXeT OBITh PeayLpOoBaH K comepKa-
HWIO CBOEro MOHATM U, Kak y leresis, cam He Mo-
XeT OBITh pacCMOTpeH B KauecTBe IIOHATUS, COOT-
BETCTBEHHO, ero ObITre He MOXeT OBbITh ajleKBaTHO
000CHOBaHO, a cofiepyKaHVie ero IOHS TS — II0JTHO-
CTBIO VICUepIIaHO TOJIBKO IOCPEICTBOM JIOT TYeCKO
SKCIUIMKAIIUY CYIITHOCTY. PeItaroImMm Ty T 1JIs ca-
moro IIleymmmHra gBiisteTcss To, uTo bor He MoXxeTt
OBITH peIyLIIpOBaH TOJIBKO K IOHSATVIO HEOOXOIM-
MO CyIIIeCTBYIOIIEro cyImecTBa. Takoe orperieste-
Hpe jmIo Obl bora miaBHOro — ero cBo0oOIbI, B
TOM YVICJIe ITO OTHOITIEH VIO K CBOeMY COOCTBEHHOMY
OBITIIO, a CTaJIO OBITh, €0 KM3HEHHOCTV 1 OBITIS
JIMYHOCTBIO, @ 3HAYNT, VI CIIOCOOHOCTY K TBOPEHIO.
IToaTromy, kak nuireT A. B. Kprnaesckun, «riaBHOe
st IlemvHra 371ech COCTOUT B TOM, YTOOBI IIOMI-
YepKHYTb HETOXIECTBEHHOCTD, BBISIBUTD pa3Auule
noHsATHs bora v TIOHATVIS HeOOXOIVIMO CYIIeCTBY-
forero cymecrsa» (Kpraesckmiz, 2009, c. 27).

ITosTomy xe y IlesumHra pedsb He MAET U O TI0JI-
HOVI MeHTUdMKaym 0e3ycIoBHoO cy1rero u bora.
3nech MMeeTcsl OHa O4YeHb BaXKHasi TOHKOCTh, CO-

% Tlonoxxenve 00 OCHOBaHMM (HEM.).

% To ecTp uepe3 SKCIUIMKALIMIO CYIIHOCTM, «4TO» (Ti)
cymiero B meioM (kabolov). Taxom Tum meradnsu-
K1 (M IIOHMMaHMS CyIllero Kak TaKoBoro) TeHrerm
IIPOTVMBOIIOCTABIIIET ~ IIPOTOJIOTMYECKO  MeTapu3uKe,
paccMaTpUBAaIOIIIet Cylliee KaK TAKOBOE B CMBICIIE ITEPBO-
r'0, HEIIPEXOALIETO CYIIEro.

¥ Dra4epTa COCTOUT B OTOXKIECTBIICHNN CYIIETO 1 HeYTO
BOOOI1IIC.
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of negative philosophy and hence of ontothe-
ology. He writes: “This common basic feature
of metaphysics as negative philosophy,* which
was to lead to an increasing prevalence in it of a
catholo-tinological structure Schelling counters
with unprethinkable being or rather, unpre-
thinkable existence” (Tengelyi, 2015, p. 158).

(2) Schelling argues that God, based on His
being, cannot be reduced to the content of His
concept and, as in Hegel, cannot be considered
as a concept; accordingly, His being cannot
be adequately justified and the content of His
concept is exhausted only by logical explica-
tion of His essence. The decisive argument for
Schelling is the fact that God cannot be reduced
to the notion of a necessarily existing being.
Such a definition would have deprived God of
the main thing, His freedom, including with re-
gard to His own being and hence his vitality
and being a personality and hence His ability to
create. Therefore, as Krichevsksy (2009, p. 27)
writes, “the main thing for Schelling is to stress
the non-identity and reveal the difference of the
concept of God from the concept of necessarily
existing being.”

For the same reason Schelling does not
speak about the total identification of the un-
conditionally existing and God. This involves
a very subtle distinction, namely, the mean-
ing that is invested in the link verb “to be” in
the statement that the undoubtedly existing
is God. With Schelling, it does not designate
complete formal identification — such that no
distinction could be made between what un-
doubtedly exists, which in a certain sense can
also be called necessary, and God as a uni-
versal being. Tengelyi (2015, p. 164) writes:

% This feature is identification of what is with something
in general.

¥ “Diesem gesamten Grundzug der Metaphysik als negativer
Philosophie, der zu einer zunehmenden Vorherrschaft
der katholou-tinologischen Struktur in ihr fiihren sollte,
setzt Schelling das unvordenkliche Sein oder, genauer, das
unvordenklich Existierende entgegen.”
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CTOSIIIIASI B TOM, KAKOVI CMBIC/I BKJIAIbIBAETCS B TJIa-
TOJI-CBSI3KY «OBbITh», KOITIa peub UAeT O TOM, UTO He-
COMHeHHoOe cyIecTByomee ectb bor. YV Illerutnrra
OH BOBCe He SIBJISIETCS 3HAKOM IIOJTHOTO (POpMasIb-
HOT'O OTOXIIECTBJIEHNSI — TaK, YUTOOBI MEXITy Heco-
MHEHHO CYIIIECTBYIOIIM, KOTOPOe TaKKe B M13BeCT-
HOM CMBICJ/Ie MOXKeT OBITH Ha3BaHO HEOOXOMVIMBIM,
v boroM Kak yHVMBeEpcasIbHOV CyIITHOCTBIO HeJIb-
35 OpUTO OBI IIPOBECTV HUKAKOro pasymams. TeH-
res mvineT: «[llejuvHr, mpaBma, mocTuraer He-
MIPeIMBICIIVIMO CYIIeCTBYIOIIee Takke KakK HeoO-
XOIVIMOe CyIIiee, HO JaJleK OT TOro, YTOOBI 3apaHee
OTOXIecTBUTH ero ¢ borom» (Tengelyi, 2015, S. 164).
HeobxommmMocTh 3TOro CyIrero He eCTb HEOOXOMV-
MOCTb, 3aKJIFOYAIOIIIASICSI B €0 IMOHSTUN. DTO ObI-
THe Ipu Bceyt ero 6esyciiosHocTy IlermHr cum-
TaeT CAY4AlHbIM, HO «He KaK cofepuieHHo CITydan-
HOe, a KaK TakKoe, KOTOpoe JIMIIIb CIyYaiHO OKa-
3p1BaeTcst HeoOxomymbiM» (I1leromar, 2002, c. 376;
Schelling, 18580, S. 337). IMeHHO ITIOTOMY, UTO eMy
He IIpeITecTBOBa/Ia HMKaKash BOSMOKHOCTB CaMO-
ro ceOs, IllesmvHT Ha3bIBaeT 3TO CyIIlee «CJIeTo CY-
myv» (eM.: Hesmmmar, 1989, c. 402; Schelling, 1861,
S.19; Tengelyi, 2015, S. 164 —165). «bbITb», TakVM 00-
pasoM, MIMeeT 371eCh TOT CMBICII, 9YTO aOCOITFOTHBIN
VIHIIVIBUZL, eCTb 8 kauecnfe yHVIBePCaJIbHOVI CYIITHO-
CTW, HO He COBITaJIaeT C HeVl COBEPIIIEHHO, OH, KaK
OBUTO CKa3aHO, TI0 OTHOIIEHWIO K HeVl eCTh [IPIIV-
Ha ee ObITys. HermpermMbiciviMoe ObITie v omnitudo
realitatis CyTh JJBa MOMeHTa B OHTOJIOTIYeCKOV KOH-
crurynuu bora. ITokas Toro, utd m3HadasibHOe Oe3-
YCJIOBHOE Cylllee eCcTh B KauecTse omnitudo realitatis,
O3HaYaeT pacKphITVIe TAJTbHEIIIINIX OIIpefieJIeHIT B
9TOM HeIPeIMBICIIVIMOM OBITHVI, TIOCPEICTBOM KO-
TOPOro M3HavdaIbHas CTy4dariHas HeoOXOIMMOCTD 4
posteriori® oOHapy>XBaeT cebst Kak moeyujee Obiis,
KaK OITpefielIeHHBIM 00pa3oM cofepskariiast B cebe
HIOTEHITVIaJIBHOCTh, TO €CTh «4TO», CyIIIHOCTb. VI3
sroro i HlermvHra BeITeKaeT v TO, UTO THIOHSTHE
bora Hesnb3sg penynypoBaTh K MAOyIeMy OT Apu-
CTOTEJISL VI OKOHYATETHHO CPOPMVIPOBABIIIEMYCS B
CXOJIACTVIKE TIOHSITUIO ACtUS pUrissimus®, IIOCKOIIbKY
TOra oH ObUT OBI TOIIBEKO CJIEIBIM I HECBOOOIHBIM

% 113 nocyemyIomiero (JIart.).
¥ YpcTenias AeICTBUTEIBHOCTD (J1aT. ).
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“Schelling cognises the unprethinkable also as
necessarily existing, but he is far from identi-
fying it with God in advance.”* The necessity
of this being is not the necessity contained in
its concept. For all its unconditional character,
Schelling (1858b, p. 337) considers this being
to be contingent, but “not completely contin-
gent, but only contingently necessary.”* It is
precisely because it was not preceded by any
possibility of itself that Schelling refers to this
being as “blindly existing” (see Schelling, 1994,
p. 53; cf. Schelling, 1861, p. 19; Tengelyi, 2015,
pp. 164-165). “To be” here means that the ab-
solute individual is in the capacity of universal
being but is not totally identical to it, since, as
has been said above, it is the cause of its being.
Unprethinkable being and omnitudo realitatis
are two elements in the ontological constitu-
tion of God. Demonstrating that the initial un-
conditional being is in the capacity of omnitudo
realitatis means the revealing of further defi-
nitions in this unprethinkable being, whereby
the primary contingent necessity a posteriori re-
veals itself as something that can be, and in a
certain way containing in itself potentiality, i.e.
the “what”, the essence. From this it follows,
for Schelling, that the concept of God cannot
be reduced to the actus purissimus, going back
to Aristotle and given its final shape in scho-
lasticism, because then it would be only blind
and unfree being, i.e. would not be truly itself.
And yet as omnitudo realitatis it must contain
in itself also what is possible, i.e. potentiality,
but transitive potentiality, representing univer-
sal possibility of the being of the created world
and the things in it.

It is impossible here to reconstruct the
concrete relationship between unprethinka-

40 “[...] Schelling fasst das unvordenklich Existierende zwar
auch als das notwendig Seiende auf, aber es liegt ihm fern, es
von vorhinein mit Gott gleichzusetzen.”

4 “[...] nicht als das schlechthin zuféllige, aber doch, als
das nur zufillig das nothwendige ist.”



CYIIIVIM, TO €CTb He ObUI ObI B CBOEVI CTVHE. A VIMeH-
HO OH Kak ommnitudo realitatis JOJDKeH cofep’kaThb B
cebe Takke M BO3MOXHOE, ITOTEHITMaJILHOCTE, HO
NIOTEHITVAJIBHOCTD  MpaAH3umubHyo, TIpeacTaBis-
IOITYI0 COOOV YHMBEPCATIBHYIO BO3MOXKHOCTD IS
OBITVISI COTBOPEHHOTO MVIpa i BellleVl B HEM.

31eck HET HMKAKOW BO3MOXKHOCTVI PEeKOHCTPY-
MpOBaTh KOHKPETHOEe OTHOIIIEHVe MeX/y Hellpes-
MBICJIMMBIM ObITHMEM 1 omnitudo realitatis B bore;
MOJKHO, ITOXKaJIy ¥, TOJIbKO cocsarbes Ha I1. Tpas-
HJ, KOTOPBIN HuIleT, 94To «bor He MOXeT OBITh
TOJIBKO “HEOOXOIVMO CYIIeCTBYIOIIMM , M CTajlo
OwITB, “cen10 cymyM”. Ecyimt Ge1 3TO OBITTO Tak, OH
Obu1 OBl abcomoTHO HecBobomeH. <...> Bbor ecrtb
KakK abcoIIOTHO HeoOXxommmasi, Tak M abCOTFIOTHO
cBoboHag cymHocTe» (Trawny, 2002, S. 131—-132).

CoxpaneHnmie c60000v boea siByisieTcs, TI0 Kpavi-
Hel1 Mepe, Kak cunTatoT Kyprua n Tenrenm, xitro-
4eBBIM JJOCTVDKeHMeM no3aHelt drstocodprm lerr-
JIVHTA, a 3HAYMT, PellaloniyM IIaroM Ha IIyTu K
IIPEOI0JIEHNIO OHTO-TEO-JIOTMYeCKOV MeTadvsu-
k. CopepxatennbHO xop Illesmmura B sToM Ha-
IIPaBJIEHNV COCTOUT B TOM, YTO OH B CBOEVI II03W-
TUBHOM rstocopum miepeBonuT rytocodckme
pasMblIlUIeHMs 0 bore 113 my1aHa 0G0CHOBaHMS Cy-
ITIETO B IIJIOM — B HEYTO IIPOTMBOIIOIIOKHOE 000-
CHOBaHMIO: B «(PEHOMEHOJIOTMIO OOXKeCTBEHHOI0»
(cp.: Courtine, 1990, p. 166; Tengelyi, 2015, S. 163), B
TO, UYTO AIleJib Ha3bIBaeT «BeAukuMu peHoMeH0A0-
euneckumu Hauunanuamu Ilesrunea» (Aness, 2001,
c. 10, mpmmeu.). CBoboma bora B ee gsrmeHun (TBo-
penue Mupa) niossosiget [lesummary BuneTs B bore
TOr0, KTO, HECOMHEHHO CYIIIeCTBYs, SIBJISIeTCs P
aTOM Taxxe 1 Iocnodom (Herrgott) b6vimus, KTO cBO-
6onen ot ObTus (frey gegen das Seyn). /i Ten-
reym, Kak n 1yt M. Pummmpa (Richir, 1996, p. 153,
163), Ha KOTOPOro MEepBBIVI CaM yKa3blBaeT, CO3Ha-
Hme bora xak I'ocrioma ObITVSI 71, COOTBETCTBEHHO,
CO3HaAHVE IIPEBOCXOSINENT BCSKOE IIOHSTVE €ro
CBOOOIBI CBSI3aHBL C HEYCTPAaHVIMOV CITy4ariHO-
CTBIO, WUIVI KOHMUH2EeHMHOCHbI0 OBITVS, KOTOpbIe
[MeyuyHT M3Ha4YaJIbHO JI0ITycKaeT B ObITuu bora,
MBICJIVIMOM, C OJTHOVI CTOPOHBI, KaK HeOOXOIIMOe,
acIpyrom — Kak HeoOXoyiMoe CiTydariHbIM oOpa-
30M, TO €CThb TaKOe HeoOXOmMMoe, HeoOXOOMMOCTE
KOTOPOT'O MOXXeT OBITH B JJaJ/IbHEVIIIIEM CHSITA.
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ble being and omnitudo realitatis in God; ex-
cept perhaps citing Trawny who writes that
“God cannot be merely ‘necessarily exist-
ing’ and therefore “blindly existing’. If this
were the case He would be absolutely unfree.
[...] God is both an absolutely necessary and
an absolutely free entity”** (Trawny, 2002,
pp. 131-132).

Preservation of God’s freedom is, at least for
Courtine and Tengelyi, the main achievement
of the later Schelling’s philosophy and thus
the decisive step towards overcoming ontothe-
ological metaphysics. Schelling’s movement in
this direction consists in that in his positive
philosophy he converts philosophical reason-
ing about God from justification of being as
a whole into something opposite: “the phe-
nomenology of the divine” (c¢f. Courtine, 1990,
p- 166; Tengelyi, 2015, p. 163), something Apel
(1991, p. 82n) calls Schelling’s “great phenom-
enological undertakings”.* God’s freedom (as
manifested in the creation of the world) en-
ables Schelling to see in God someone who, in
undoubtedly existing, is at the same time the
Herrgott of being, who is free in relation to be-
ing (frey gegen das Seyn). For Tengelyi, like for
Marc Richir (1996, pp. 153, 163), to whom the
former himself alludes, awareness of God as
the Lord of being and, accordingly, conscious-
ness of His freedom surpassing everything,
are associated with inherent contingency of
being which Schelling a priori recognises in
God’s being seen, on the one hand, as nec-
essary and, on the other, as necessary in an
contingent way, a necessity which can subse-
quently be sublated.

2 “Gott kann nicht blof$ das ‘nothwendig Existirende’ und
somit ‘blind Seyende’ sein. [...] Gott ist sowohl das absolut
notwendige als auch das absolut freie Wesen.”

#“[...] grofiartige phinomenologische Ansitze [...].”
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5. 3akJs1roueHme

ITonyueHHBIe B XOJle HaCTOSINETO VCccileoBa-
HWS BBIBOIBI MOTYT OBITH OOOOIIIEHBI B CIIETYTO-
VX TIOJIOKEHMSIX.

(1) OmnrorormyecKunit apryMeHT JeViCTBUTEIIb-
HO OBLJI OITHOVI 113 3HAUMMBIX TeM MbIIeHs [ert-
yHra. MOXXHO KOHCTaTHpOBaTh, YTO 3TOT PUIIO-
cod sAByIseTCS MPOTUBHMKOM BaJIMIHOCTU Tpajiyi-
LIVIOHHBIX (POPM OHTOJIOIMYECKOTO apryMeHTa.

(2) OpmHyM 13 IJIaBHBIX OCHOBAHWV 1T OTBEP-
xeHws HlesuHTOM 3THX POPM BBICTYIIAET €ro Co-
IJIacye C Te3MCOM O TOM, UTO Jake B CJTydae IIOHS-
TUs BCeCOBEpPIIIeHHEVIIIIero CyIlecTBa CYyIIecTBO-
BaHVe He IIPVHAJIEXNUT CYITHOCTY — «UTO», VIIN
YTO, B KAHTOBCKOV (POPMYIIVIPOBKE, ObITVIE HE eCTh
peasibHbIN IIpeauKaT. COOTBETCTBEHHO, [IeVICTBU-
TeJIbHOE CYIIleCTBOBaHMe HI B KaKOM BHe He MO-
XeT ObITh BBIBEIEHO M3 «UTO» KaK UMCTOV BO3MOX-
HOCTL.

() ITpu sTom LlesumHT Bee Xe MO3ULIIOHUPY-
€T HeCOMHEeHHOe JIeVICTBUTEeIIbHOe CyIlleCTBOBaHe
VIHOVBUIYaJIbHOTO abCOJIIOTHOIO CYIIEro, yIipe-
KJarollee BCSAKOe MBIIIUIeHMe. DTO IO3UIIVOHU-
poBaHVe ITPOM3BOIUTCA VM W3 ITePCIIeKTUBbI KaH-
TOBCKOT'O TIOHSITVSI TPAHCIIEHIeHTAJIFHOTO Vleala,
JIeVICTBUTEeIIbHOe OBITIe KOTOPOro, KaK B OT/IMYVe
or Kanra cumraer Ille/umHr, HO/DKHO Ipefiriosa-
raTbcsl. Takoe IO3MIIVIOHVIPOBaHE He SIBIISIeTCS Ka-
KVM OBI TO HY OBIIO JIOTMUYeCcKM BbIBOIIOM, HO IIO-
JlaraHvieM ObITVSI BOBHe ceDsl, yKOpeHeHHBIM B 3KC-
TaTIYeCKOM xapakrepe pasyMa. C Ipyrovi CTOpOHBI,
3TO IHOJIaraHVe Heslb3sl paccMaTpyBaTh B KayecTBe
TBOPEHVIsI HeIIPeIMBICIVIMOTO OBITVSI Pa3yMOM.

@) TlosumoHMpoBaHVE HECOMHEHHOrO Obl-
TUSL 10 MBIIIUIEHVS VIMeeT B IIepCIIeKTVBe UMCTOrO
pasyMa peKypCHBHBIVI XapaKTep, I B 3TOM MOXeT
OBITH yCMOTpeHa CTPYKTYpHast aHaJIOT Vs €To C Tpa-
AUIVIOHHBIMYU 1 coBpeMeHHbIMM IleyuiHry Bra-
MU OHTOJIOIMYeCKOTO JI0Ka3aTe/IbcTBa ObITs bora.

(5) B ornHomenum 6prTig bora IllermHT BBI-
ABUTaeT Te3UC OO0 OHTOJIOTMYEeCKOM IIpUOpuUTeTe
CyIIecTBOBaHM Ilepe]] CYITHOCTEO. bor 1 Hero
PV 3TOM He eCTh HU TOJIBKO JIMITIEHHOe CYIIIHO-
CTV CyIlleCcTBOBaHVe, HV TOJIBKO HeCyIIeCTBYIO-
I1ast akKTyaIbHO CYIITHOCTB, HO €CTh €IMTHCTBO TOrO
U IPyTOro, KOTOpoe JOCTUTaeTcs 3a cueT obpeTe-

54

5. Conclusion

The conclusions arrived at in the course of
this research can be summed up in the follow-
ing way.

(1) The ontological argument was indeed a
significant theme of Schelling’s thought. It can
fairly be said that this philosopher challenges
the validity of traditional forms of the ontolog-
ical argument.

(2) One of the main grounds on which
Schelling rejects these forms is his acceptance of
the thesis that even in the case of the concept of
the most perfect being existence does not per-
tain to essence, “what” or, to use Kant’s formu-
la, being is not a real predicate. Accordingly,
real existence can never be derived from the
“what” as pure possibility.

(3) At the same time, Schelling posits un-
doubted real being of the individual absolute
being, pre-empting all thinking. He does so
proceeding from the perspective of Kant’s con-
cept of the transcendental ideal, of which real
being, as Schelling believes, unlike Kant, must
be assumed. Such positing is not a logical con-
clusion, but a positing of being outside oneself,
rooted in the ecstatic character of reason. On
the other hand, positing cannot be seen as the
creation of unprethinkable being by reason.

(4) The positing of undoubted being prior
to thinking, in the perspective of pure reason,
has a recursive character, which may be seen
as a structural analogy of variants of the onto-
logical proof, both traditional and prevalent in
Schelling’s time.

(5) As regards God’s being, Schelling ad-
vances the thesis on the ontological priori-
ty of existence over essence. God, for him, is
neither existence without essence, nor non-ex-
istent essence; it is the unity of both achieved
through God, the existing absolute individu-
al, acquiring His essential properties, i.e. His



HusE Borom Kak TOJIBKO CYIIMM abCOTIOTHBIM VH-
OVIBUIIOM CBOVIX CYIITHOCTHBIX OITpeJIeIeHWVI, TO
eCTb BXOX/IEHVEeM er0 B CBOIO MCTMHY. TeM caMbIM
OH IIbITaeTcsl TI0KasaTh, UTO bor oHTosOrmyeckm
coBMellaeT B cebe Kak CBOOOIY, TaK 1 HeoOXomu-
MOCTB, IIPVYeM IIOCIIeHsSI CHMMaeTCsl B IIePBOT,
KOTOpasi VICIIOJIHsIeTC KaK cBOOOIa K TBOPEHMIO.

(6) IermmHr mpeIaraeT CBOIO BEPCHUIO JOKa-
3aTesIbCcTBa ObITVS Bora, coriacHo KOTopor Hy KHO
IIOKa3aTh, YTO OOJIaialoliee IIPEeBHIIIAONTIM BCs-
KOe COMHEeHVIe JIeVICTBUTEIIbHBIM CyIlleCTBOBaHVIEM
cylilee 1 ecTh bor Kak yHMBepcasIbHOe «4T0». DTOT
Te31C 0OOCHOBBIBAET OIMpPAIOIIAsCs Ha «BECh OITBIT
OT Havasla JI0 KOHIIa» TTO3UTMUBHAasA prytocodmsi.

(7) Bo3MOXHO, YTO IIEJUIMHIOBCKasl VHTep-
IpeTalysl MOHATWUS TPaHCLIEHAEHTAIBHOIO Vile-
ajla VI OHTOJIOTMYeCKOV KOHCTUTYIMM bora Oyper
CrIocoOHa BHECTM OIpefieIeHHBIN BKJIaJ B COBpe-
MeHHBIe OHTOJIOTMUecKyie IVICKYCCHH, IIpeXkie Bee-
o KacaloIiyecs IIpeo0/IeHVisE OHTO-TeO0-JIOI M TO-
CTIIOZICTBYIOITIelT MeTadpV31KY, a IMEeHHO 3a CUeT (a)
OTKas3a OT TPaKTOBKM bora Kak OCHOBaHMS (B CMBIC-
J1e «uTo») cyiero u (b) BBenenms B moHsitve bora n
TBOPEHMS IM MIpa MOMeHTa KOHTVMHIe€HTHOCTA

BeisiprienHble ocobenHocTy nmoHmmanus Iles-
JIVTHTOM OHTOJIOTMTYEeCKOTO apryMeHTa U ero 3KC-
HO3MIIVISE HECOMHEHHOCTY HellpeIMBbICJIVIMOIO Obl-
TSI, VICXOAINAs 113 KaHTOBCKOIO IIOHSTHMS TpaH-
CIIeHJIeHTaJIbHOTO Mjeasla, Oe3ycsIoBHO, corepKar
B cebe 3HAUMUTEIBPHYIO WHTEIJIEKTYaIbHYIO WH-
TPUTy — OCODEHHO B OTHOIIIEHU IePCIeKTB VIC-
II0JIb30BaHMsL MBICIV prlocodpa B aKTyasIbHBIX
OHTOJIOTMYECKMX JIMCKyccusix. Bmecte ¢ Tem 3Tu
TIOJIOKEeHMsI HeJIb3sl IMPUHMMaTh KaK HeuTO caMo
cobor1 pasymerolieecs 11 He IIofyIeXalliee JaIbHer-
et mpopaboTke. IToka oHM IIpeicTaBIIsAIOT OO0V
TOJIBKO pe3yJIbTaThl JJOBOJILHO OOIIIerl PeKOHCTPYK-
1ym. A cTasio OBITh, ellle HeT BO3MOKHOCTY IIPU-
HSTB pelleHle 0 TOM, HacKoJIbKO Itpas IllesuivHr B
CBOeV MHTepIpeTaly MUCTOPUKO-PrITOcOPCKIX
o0pas11oB, ipexne Bcero ekapTa n Kanra. B city-
yae KaHTa OoJlee eTaibHOe IIpOsiCHeHMe yriad U
IIPOMAaxOB IeJUIMHIOBCKOV VHTepIIpeTaluil ero
durmocodprir® ocobeHHO BaskKHO, ITIOCKOIIBKY VIMEH-

¥ B cBasu ¢ wuHTepnperaunmeinn duwiocodpvm Kanrta
[Tesumarom cM. Taxke: (Leinkauf, 1998, S. 158 —203).
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entry into truth. In this way he seeks to prove
that God ontologically combines freedom and
necessity, with the latter being sublated in the
former, which takes the form of freedom of
creation.

(6) Schelling offers his version of proof of the
existence of God which involves demonstrat-
ing that the being that exists beyond any doubt
is God as the universal “what”. This thesis is
grounded by positive philosophy relying on
“all experience from beginning to end”.

(7) Schelling’s interpretation of the concept
of the transcendental ideal and ontological con-
stitution of God may potentially contribute to
modern ontological discussions, above all on
overcoming the ontotheology of the prevalent
metaphysics, through (a) renunciation of the
interpretation of God as the foundation (in the
sense of “what”) of being and (b) the introduc-
tion of contingency in the concept of God and
His creation of the world.

The identified features of Schelling’s treat-
ment of the ontological argument and his ex-
position of undoubted unprethinkable being,
proceeding from the Kantian concept of the
transcendental ideal, is intellectually intriguing,
especially in terms of the prospects of using
the philosopher’s thoughts in topical ontolog-
ical discussions. At the same time, these pro-
visions cannot be taken for granted and need
further study. For now, they are merely the re-
sults of a fairly general construction. So it is not
yet possible to decide how right Schelling was
in his interpretation of historical-philosophical
models, above all Descartes and Kant. In the
case of Kant a more detailed examination of the
hits and misses of Schelling’s interpretation of
his philosophy* is particularly important since
it may provide the key to understanding what
exactly Schelling means by the ecstatic charac-

# On Schelling’s interpretation of Kant’s philosophy see
also Leinkauf (1998, pp. 158-203).
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HO OHO CITOCOOHO IaTh KJIIOU K ITOHVIMAaHWIO TOrO,
uTO Xe Bce-Taky IlesyIvHT MeeT B BUIy MO 9KC-
TaTUYeCKM XapaKTepoM pasyMa, I1oj] IojIaraHu-
€M HelIpeIMBICIIVIMOTO OBITVISI, KOTOPbIe BBOMISTCS
y Hero J0BOJIBHO JIeKJIapaTVBHO.

IlesuTmHT, HarIpyIMep, HacTanBaeT Ha TOM, YTO
KaHT ynpocTtmil 1eKapTOBCKYIO BepCUIO OHTOJIO-
TMYeCKOro JoKa3aTe/IbcTBa ObITms bora, BbImaB ero
3a JI0Ka3aTeIbCTBO HAeVICTBUTEIbHOIO CYIleCTBOBa-
HuA omnitudo realitatis, Torna Kak y lekapra peub
VIZIET O ZIOKa3aTeIbCTBE CYIIIeCTBOBaHSI HeOOXOM-
Mot cymHocTi. Ho Tak jm aTo, gBiisgercs jii Xof,
Mblcsi KanTa 3peck ynpomienuem? He crout 3a-
ObIBaTh, YTO OIPOBEP)KEHNIO BO3MOXKXHOCTI OHTO-
JIOTYeCKOro JI0KasaTesIbcTBa ObITus bora y wHero
IpeIIecTByeT 3KCIO3UIINA OCHOBaHWV CIIEKYJIs-
TMBHOTO pa3yMa ISl IOKa3aTeIbCTBa OBITIS BbIC-
eVt cymHocTu. Benp 3meck KanT vexonnT Kak pas
I3 TIOHSATHSL 0e3yCIIOBHOV HEOOXOIMMOCTH, K KOTO-
POVI pa3yM BOCXOIWT OT JAaHHOTO B OIIBITe 00YCIIOB-
JIEHHOTO K 0e3yCJIOBHOMY, [IJIsI KOTOPOIO y>ke HeT
Aapyrux ycosuil. V1 3aTem cyIiecTBoBaHMe TaKOro
0e3yCJIOBHOTO paccMaTpuBaeTCsl pasyMOM B Kaue-
cTBe HeoOXxonymoro. V1 fasiee pasyM TOJIBKO ITbITa-
eTCs HamTH, KaKoe M3 Bcex MOHSTUI 0ojree BCero
COOTBETCTBYET MOHSTIIO HEOOXOIVIMO CYIIIeCTBYIO-
IIeT CYIITHOCTY, OOHapy>XuBasi B pe3yJIbTaTe 3TOro
[IOVICKA, UTO «I3 BCeX MOHSATUIT BO3MOXKHBIX BeIlleil
MHOHSTVE CYIITHOCTY, o0Jr1agarorien BLICIIIeTt peaib-
HOCTBIO, Hanbosiee TOAXOOUT K MOHATUIO Oe3yc-
JIOBHO HEOOXOIMMOVI CYIITHOCTH. ..» (A 586 / B 614;
Kanr, 1994, C. 444). T1Ipasna, 3T0 1 He JI0Ka3bIBaeT
TOX/IeCTBa HeOOXOIMMO CYIIEeCTBYIOIIeV CYIITHO-
o v omnitudo realitatis: Taxoe COIIOCTaBIICHVIE eCTh,
CKOpee, peltieHNe pasyMa. Ho nMeHHO Tak rioHsiTast
HeoOXoyMasi CyIITHOCTb M CIIYXXUT y>XKe OTIIpaB-
HBIM IYHKTOM OHTOJIOIMYECKOro JI0Ka3aTeIbCTBa
61T bora, KoTopoe 11 B caMoM Jiejie BeieTCsl B OT-
HoleHUw omnitudo realitatis 1 KOTOpoe OITpoBep-
raet Kant. [lesio B ToMm, uTo, 110 KanTy, HeoOxomm-
Moe CyIIeCTBOBaHVie HEKOTOPOVI CYIITHOCTV MOXKeT
OBITH OIPOBEPrHYTO y)XKe TeM, UTO «De3yciIoBHas
HeOOXOIVIMOCTb Cy>KAeHWV» (OTHOIIIEHVIe BeIln 1
IpeyKaTa B Cy>XIeHUM) 1 «Oe3ycioBHas HeoOXo-
IVIMOCTDB BeIlen» (CyLueCTBOBaHVIe Belllel, VIMeo-
VX COOTBETCTBYIOIIVE IIpeIMKaThl) — He OIHO
u To xe. OTpuliaHMe epBOVI U3 HUX IIPOTUBOpe-
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ter of reason, the positing of unprethinkable be-
ing which he derives in a somewhat declarative
manner.

For example, Schelling maintains that Kant
has simplified the Cartesian version of the on-
tological proof of the existence of God, passing
it off as proof of the real existence of omnitu-
do realitatis, whereas Descartes speaks about
proof of the existence of the necessary being.
But is Kant’s thought here really simplistic in
this case? We should not forget that before re-
futing the ontological proof he provides an ex-
position of the grounds of speculative reason
for proving the existence of the higher being.
For here Kant proceeds from the concept of un-
conditional necessity towards which reason
ascends from the conditional given in experi-
ence to the unconditional for which there are
no longer other conditions. Then the existence
of such unconditional is examined by reason
as necessary. Then reason tries to determine
which of all the concepts is best suited to the
concept of necessarily existing being, arriv-
ing at the conclusion that “among all the con-
cepts of possible things the concept of a being
having the highest reality would be best suit-
ed to the concept of an unconditionally neces-
sary being” (A 586 / B 614; Kant, 1998, p. 561).
True, this does not prove the identity of nec-
essarily existing being and omnitudo realitatis:
the comparison is rather the decision of rea-
son. But this is the interpretation of necessary
being that forms the starting point of the on-
tological proof of the existence of God, which
is conducted with regard to omnitudo realita-
tis, and which Kant refutes. According to Kant,
necessary existence of a being can already be
refuted by the fact that “unconditional neces-
sity of judgements” (the relation of the thing
and the predicate in a judgement) and “uncon-
ditional necessity of things” (the existence of
things that have corresponding predicates) is



41BO, OTPUILIaHVe BTOPOV — HeT. Takoke 113 IlepBom
He cJIeflyeT BTOpasi, V1 J0Ka3aTh HeOOXOIIMOCTh CY-
I1IeCTBOBaHMSI HEKOTOPOVI CYIITHOCTY HEBO3MOXKHO.
Ho oToxmecTsiieHme (KaKOBBI Obl HY OBLIIV €ro oc-
HOBaHMS) HEOOXOIMMOV CYIITHOCTM ¥ CYIITHOCTY,
BKJIIOYAIOIIEV B ceOsl BCIO PeaTbHOCTBD, ITO3BOJISIET
pasyMy HaJlesTbCs JI0Ka3aThb CYIeCTBOBaHMe 3TOV
CYIIIHOCTY, IIOCKOJIBKY CYIIIeCTBOBaHIe eCTh TaKxkKe
peayIbHOCTh, a OHa OOJIaZlaeT BCeVl peasIbHOCTHIO.
Ho, xak nokaseiBaeT KaHT, cyIecTBoBaHMe He SB-
JISI€TCS PeasIbHOCTBIO, OHO HIYero He J00aBiIsgeT K
TIOHSATHIO BV, a OOBsIBJIEHIe €rO TaKOBOVI SIBJIS-
eTcs cileficTBreM (pyHIaMeHTaJIbHOM OLIVIOKM —
CMellleHVsI JIOTMYeCKOro IpefyKara ¢ peabHbIM
(cp: A 593—599 / B 621—627; Kant, 1994, c. 449—
453). VImenHo 3neck BumHO, uTo lllesutMHT He-
CKOJIBKO yIIporriaeT Mbiciib KaHTa. OH cj10BHO OBl
BBIPbIBaeT 3ePHO KaHTOBCKMX PacCy>KIeHWU O BO3-
MOXXHOCTY OHTOJIOTMYEeCKOrO JIOKasaTeJIbCTBa M3
ero KOHTeKcTa: /1a, KaHT, KoHe4HO, TOBOPUT 3/1eCh
0 deticmBuime1bHOM CYIIIECTBOBAHWV CYIITHOCTV, CO-
JleprKallieri Bce peajIbHOCTY, HO pa3yMHBIM yCJIOBU-
eM CBsI3V1 TOTO V1 IPYTOro BBICTyTIaeT OTOX/IeCTBJle-
HVIe TIOHATVSI TAKOVI CYIITHOCTY V IIOHSI TSI He00XO-
ZIVIMO CYILIeCTBYIOIIIEVI CyIITHOCTA.

Hesp3s ocTaBuTh O€3 BHMMaHMS VI TOT MOMEHT,
uro lllesu1nHT, B 9acTHOCTY B HosieMuiKe ¢ KaHTOM,
yTBepXKAas HeIpeIMBICIIIMOe ObITVE, IIPOTUBO-
IIOCTaBJIsIeT ero COBOKYITHOV «UTOVHOCTI», KOTO-
PYIO OH TpakTyeT KaK yHVBEpPCaJIbHYIO BO3MOX-
HocTb. [lociienHIO ke OH HOHMMaeT KaK OTCYyT-
CTBMe IIpoTMBOpedns. Takoe MOHVIMaHVe BO3MOX-
HOCTV OH $IBHO OepeT 13 JOKaHTOBCKOV, IIperMYy-
IIIeCTBEHHO JIeVIOHMIIeaHCKOM, prtocodmm, XOTs
st KanTa BO3MOXXHOCTB BeIly HUKAK He MOXKET
VICUepIIbIBaTbCd OTCYTCTBMEM ITPOTUBOpeYNs, KO-
TOpOe [1JI51 HerO BBICTYTIaeT VICKJIIOYMTEIIbHO OCHO-
BaHVEM BO3MOYXHOCTY TOJIBKO IIOHSITS, 0O «TII0-
HSTVIe MOXET OBITh ITyCTBIM, eCIM OOBbeKTVBHAs
PeasIbHOCTh CUHTe3a, IIOCPEACTBOM KOTOPOrO OHO
oOpasyeTcsi, He JOKa3aHa CIielyiaIbHO; HO 3TO  [I0-
Ka3aTeJIbCTBO, KaK ITOKa3aHO BbIIIIE, BCera OCHO-
BbIBAeTCs Ha IPUHIIUIIAX BO3MOXXHOIO OITBITa, a
He Ha OCHOBOITOJIOKeHMM 00 aHarmse...» (A 596 /
B 624; Kanut, 1994, c. 451, npumeu.). Henp3sa cka-
3arb, uro IlesynHT He 3HaI 00 3TOM KaHTOBCKOM
pasIanM, HO HeJlb3s CKa3aTh ¥ TOrO, UTO OH y4deJl
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not the same thing. The negation of the former
is contradictory, but the negation of the lat-
ter is not. Likewise, the latter does not follow
from the former and it is impossible to prove
the necessity of existence of a being. But the
identification (on whatever grounds) of neces-
sary being and being that includes all of reality
gives reason the hope that it can prove the ex-
istence of this being because existence is also
a reality and it possesses all reality. However,
as Kant shows, existence is not reality, it does
not add anything to the concept of the thing
and declaring it to be a thing is the result of
a fundamental error, the confusion of the log-
ical predicate with a real one (cf. A 593-599 /
B 621-627; Kant, 1998, pp. 564-567). It is here
that Schelling’s simplification of Kant’s idea
becomes evident. He seems to pluck the ker-
nel of Kant’s reasoning about the possibility of
ontological proof out of the context: yes, Kant
of course speaks here about the real existence
of a being containing all realities, but the rea-
sonable condition of the link between the two
is identification of the concept of such being
and the concept of necessarily existing being.
We cannot overlook the fact that Schelling,
for example, in his polemic with Kant, in as-
serting unprethinkable being contrasts it with
overall “whatness” which he interprets as uni-
versal possibility, which he in turn interprets
as absence of contradiction. He borrows this
understanding of possibility from pre-Kan-
tian, mainly Leibnizian, philosophy although
for Kant the possibility of a thing cannot be
exhausted by lack of contradiction, which to
him is just the ground for the possibility of a
concept since “it can be an empty concept, if
the objective reality of the synthesis through
which the concept is generated has not been
established in particular; but as was shown
above, this always rests on principles of pos-
sible experience and not on the principles of
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€T'0, aCCOLMMPYS aOCOITIOTHBIVI CyOBEKT C JIeVICTBY-
TeJIBHOCTBIO, a TIOJTHOTY PeaIbHOCTY — C YHUBEp-
CaJIBHOVI BO3MOXKHOCTBIO. Ha camom fesie BOOO-
IIle He BIIOJIHE SICHO quid juris®' IIesUIMHIOBCKOrO
VICTIONIb30BaHMs MOJaJIbHBIX KaTeropuy OTHOCU-
TeJIbHO omnitudo realitatis vi TpaHCIIEHI€HTaIHO-
ro maeasa mocie KaHTa, KOTOpPBIVI OTpULIQL MX
O0BEKTMBHYIO 3HAUMMOCTB IIPVMEHNTEIIHHO K Be-
IIIaM caM¥M TI0 ceDe, 11 BCylelT 3a HUM.

HanpHermero odcyxaeHmns TpedyeT 1 To, Ha-
CKOJIBKO Mjiesd OHTO-TeO-JIOTMM B TOM BUJE, B Ka-
KOM OHa ObUIa BeIIBMHYTa XariierrepoM U Iepe-
HSITa €ro IIOC/IeIOBATEIISIMY, SIBJISIeTCS OIIpefIeris-
TOITIeVT IS TIOHVIMAaHVSI COBPEMEHHOTO COCTOSTHVAS
MeTadM3MKM, KaK ¥ TO, HACKOJIBKO IIPeofIosIeHye
TaKOV OHTO-TEO-JIOTMM SABJISIeTCA HeOOXOMMMO 1
MIpeVIMYIIIeCTBeHHOV ITPOrPaMMOV IJIsi OHTOJIOI -
YecKMX VCCIIefIOBaHUT CerolIHs 1 B OyyItieM. Bel-
nsunyTast Kyprruaom n Tenresnu rumoresa o mrpeo-
J0JIEHUV TPaAUIIIOHHOV OHTO-TeO-JIOTUW B TTO3M-
TyBHOM prtococprm IlerTmHra Takke IMoKa ocTa-
eTCs IIPOCTO IMIIOTe30V1, KOTOpasi TOJIBKO ObljIa ak-
LIeHTpOBaHa B HacTogIllel cTaTbe. KoHeuHo, He-
TPYAHO B IIEJUIMHIOBCKOV KPUTUKE HEraTVBHOVI
dmtocodpum ycMoTpeTh oOIpefiesieHHble CTPyK-
TypHBIe aHaJIOTUM C KPUTMKOV OHTO-TEO-JIOrMUM
¥ MeTadPM3MKM KaK BCe BO3PACTaIOIIero 3a0BeHMs
6brTis y Xampgerrepa. Ho 3To cxoncTBo Takke Mo-
JKeT OKasaThbCsd CyTy0o dpopMasibHbIM, a pas3inans
30echk OymyT BooO1ie Oosiee BeCOMBIMMIL. YKe OBbIIO
MIOKA3aHO, UTO J1J11 HEKOTOPBIX aBTOPOB ITO3UTVB-
Has ¢usocodms IlesummHra — 3T0 ropasmao Oosee
CWIBHOEe CKaTbhIBaHVe PrIocopum B TEOJIOTNIO, a
3Ha4YMUT, BOSMOXKHO, VI B OHTO-Te€0-JIOTIO, UeM Jlake
rerejieBCKasl CHeKyJISTMBHasl JIOTVKa, TaKoe CKa-
ThIBaHIe, KOTOPOe, BO3MOXKHO, BOOOIIIe HITYero He
ocTaBJIsieT B Hell prstocodpekoro. He corarmasics ¢
TaKOW oLleHKoM prytocodpumm nosaHero [lemimHra
IO CYIIIECTBY, MBI Bce-TaKy JI0JKHBI OTMETUTB, YTO
€ro IIO/IX0f], B JaHHOM KOHTEKCTe TOXe He SBJISeTCs
GecripoOiieMHBIM 11 TpeOyeT ITpOsiCHeHMS 110 MeHb-
eV Mepe HeKOTOPhIX MOMEHTOB.

(1) Ocoboro aHanm3a TpeOyeT IIeJUIMHIOBCKOe
MIOHSITME CJIYYallHOCTY, KOTOpOe OH IIPVIMEHseT
OTHOCUTEJIPHO HEeIIPeIMBICTIVIMOTO OBITHS, KaKo-

31 Bormpoc o mpase (J1aT.).
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analysis [...]” (A 596n / B 624n; Kant, 1998,
p- 566n). It is not that Schelling was unaware
of this Kantian distinction, but neither can we
say that he took it into account, associating the
absolute subject with reality and full reality
with universal possibility. Indeed, the quid ju-
ris of Schelling’s use of modal categories with
regard to omnitudo realitatis and the transcen-
dental ideal after Kant is not quite clear since
Kant denied their objective significance with
regard to things in themselves.

Further discussion is needed to determine
to what extent the idea of ontotheology, as for-
mulated by Heidegger and inherited by his fol-
lowers, determines the understanding of the
modern state of metaphysics and to what ex-
tent the overcoming of ontotheology is a nec-
essary and primary programme for ontological
studies today and in the future. The hypoth-
esis of Courtine and Tengelyi that Schelling’s
positive philosophy overcomes traditional on-
totheology remains a mere hypothesis which I
have just put in higher relief in my article. Of
course, we can readily discern in Schelling’s
critique of negative philosophy some structur-
al analogies with the critique of ontotheology
and metaphysics as Heidegger’s progressive
oblivion of being. But the similarity may turn
out to be purely formal, to be outweighed by
the differences. As I have shown, for some au-
thors Schelling’s positive philosophy marks
a more dramatic slippage of philosophy into
theology and hence perhaps into ontotheolo-
gy than even Hegel’s speculative logic — such
that nothing philosophical is left in it. While
I disagree with such an assessment of the lat-
er philosophy of Schelling in essence, I have
to note that his approach in this context is not
problem-free and calls for clarification, at least
in certain aspects.

(1) Separate analysis is in order of
Schelling’s concept of contingency which he



BOe, UTO U IIpM3BaHa IIOKa3aThb IIO3UTMUBHAs dHu-
j0codrisl, OKasbIBaeTCs yIIpeXIAIoIM ObITvieM
bora. BaxHo mpm 3TOM He TOJIBKO HOKas3aTh, Ha-
CKOJIBKO OOOCHOBAaHHO TaKOe BBeIeHMe CiIydar-
HOCTM B OHTOJIOIMYECKyI0 KOHCTUTyLMIO bora mn
HACKOJIBKO 3TO WCKJIIOUAeT ero IIOHATHe KakK He-
00OXOAMMO CYIIIeCTBYIOIIETO CYIIecTBa, HO TaK-
Xe ¥ TO, HaCKOJIBKO TaKasl CJIy4YalfHOCTb MOXKeT
OBITH 3KCTpaNoIVpoBaHa Ha CJIy4afHOCTDb ObITHS
MMpa KaK TaKOBOTO VI CJTy4altHOCTb OBITHS Belllert
B HEM — BeIb MMEHHO B 9TOM CMBIC/IE OHM SIBJISI-
IOTCSI CTOJIb BaXKHBIMM /17151 TeHresm B fiesie IIpeo-
IOJIEHVSI OHTO-TE€0-JIOT VIVL.

(2) Crrenyet Gosiee eTaIbHO IIPOSICHUTD XapaK-
Tep HeoOXOIVMOCTY, KOTOPasi BCe JKe COXPaHSIeTCs
B MI3BECTHOM CcMbIciIe 3a borom y Illerumnra, mycTb
U KaK 4MCTO CIydariHas HeobxonymocTs. He Bos-
BpalllaeTcs JIM TeM CaMBbIM TO XapaKTepHOe It
HeraTMBHOM dustocodum omnpenesieHve bora, ko-
Topoe Ille;uIMHT KaK pa3s M IbITaJICS TPeooJIeTh?
DTO TIOHSTVE Ha IIePBbIVI B3IJISAL, BOOOIIIE SBIISET-
Csl IPOTMBOPeUYMBLIM. Bo3MOXXHO, OTHOIIIeHVe CITy-
YarHOCTY ¥ HeOoOXOAMMOCTH B bore HY>XHO MbIc-
nUTh auanekTdeckn? Ho moryT im Takag aua-
JIEKTMKA U ee pe3yJIbTaThl BOOOIIe ObITh (peHOMe-
HaJIM3VPOBaHBl, KaK 3TOr0, JOJDKHO OBITH, Tpeldy-
eT HeoHTOTeoslormnyeckas MeTadpmsuka? Viam onn
CHOBa OTOpPOCST MO3UTMBHYIO driocodpuio oT
«peHOMeHOIOTMYT OOXKECTBEHHOr0» K KOHCTPYMW-
PpYIOIIeN CrIeKyJIsm?

(3) Yro Takoe «OIBIT OT Hayvasa ¥ J0 KOHIIA»,
«OITBIT LIEJIMKOM», K KOTOPOMY aIleJUIpyeT II03U-
TUBHas PrII0codpuisi VI B KOTOPOM TOJIBKO VI MOXKET
deHOMEHATM3MPOBATHCS TO «DOKeCTBEHHOe», (pe-
HOMEHOJIOTell KOToporo oHa siBisercd? He Oy-
ZleT 7 TaKasl peHOMeHasIM3alivsl VICKIIIOUMTe Tb-
HO KocBeHHO? OTBeT Ha 3TU 1 0JI13K1e K HM BO-
IIPOCHI MOXET CTaTh 3ajauers IOCsIeTyOIIVX VcCITe-
ITOBAHWIL.

Wccaedobanue Bvinosneno 6 pamxax npoexma
«@uaocopusa u meosoeus 6 Hemeykom KAidaccuue-
cKoM udeaausme: ucmopus Baaumodeiicmbus u 63a-
UMONPOHUKHOBeHUA», N000ePIKAHHO20 — 2PAHNIOM
PODU Ne 20-011-00746.
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uses with regard to unprethinkable being,
which is pre-empting the being of God, which
positive philosophy is called upon to prove. It
is important not only to show how justified the
introduction of contingency in the ontological
constitution of God is and whether it rules out
His perception as a necessarily existing being,
but also to what extent such contingency can
be extrapolated to the contingency of the world
being as such and the contingency of the being
of things in it, for it is in that sense that they are
so important for Tengelyi in overcoming onto-
theology.

(2) We should look more carefully into the
character of necessity which Schelling in a cer-
tain sense ascribes to God, even as purely con-
tingent necessity. Does it perhaps bring back
the definition of God characteristic of nega-
tive philosophy which Schelling actually tried
to overcome? At first glance it seems to be a
contradictory concept. Perhaps the relation
between the contingent and necessity in God
should be thought dialectically? But then, can
such dialectics and its results be phenomenal-
ised as neo-ontotheological metaphysics ap-
parently demands? Or will they again throw
back positive philosophy from “the phenom-
enology of the divine” to constructing specu-
lation?

(3) What is “experience from beginning to
end” and “the whole of experience” to which
positive philosophy appeals and which alone
can phenomenalise the “divine” of which it is a
phenomenology? Would not such phenomenal-
isation turn out to be entirely indirect? Future
research may give an answer to these and simi-
lar questions.
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VIIK 1(091)

KAHT KAK HEMEIIKVUV TEOPETUK
®PAHITY3CKOWV PEBOJTIOLIVIN:
BO3HVKHOBEHVE JOI'MbI
B MAPKCVCTCKO-JIEHVMHCKOW
DOUIIOCODPUN

A.H. Kpyeao8'

IIpoanasusupobarvr  npuuunsl  BosHukxHoBenus 6
MAPKCUCCKO-1eHUHCKOTL ¢pusocopuu 0oemul o Kanme
Kax HeMeyKkom meopemuxe panyysckoil pebostoyuu, a
matkoke 0aHo 00bACHeHUe OMHOCUTNEAbHO 1030Hell 00eMa-
musayuu ppassl K. Mapxca. IlepBonauarvro nokaswiba-
tomes ucmounuxu, nobausbuiue na Mapxca 6 eeo 63214-
0e Ha Kanma u ¢ppanyysckyio peboatoyuto, — 6 nepByio
ouepeds K. @. baxman u I'. T'eiine. 3amem Brumarue yoe-
Asiemcest momy, 8 xakotl popme cpabreHus kanmobcekoi
¢husocogpuu u ppanyysckotl peBoaroyun umesu mecmo 8
Poccuu 6 dopeBortoyuontoe Bpems 6 neboavuteBucmckorl
cpede (I1. 5. Yaadaeb, B. C. Mexebuu, bpamvsa [Jocmoeb-
ckue, B. @. Dpn, apxuenuckon Huxanop, I1. A. @aopen-
ckutt). ITocae smoeo peus udem o ausnuu ¢ppasst Mapx-
ca HA PYCCKYI0 COUUAL-0eMOKPAMUI0 U KOHKPEMHO HA
borvuiebuxob (I. B. Ilrexanob, B.W. Jlenun, B. M. Illy-
1smuxo6). Hexanonuueckuil cmamyc mesuca Mapkca o
Kanme u ¢ppanyysckoil peboatoyuu 6 Cobemckom Corose
nepBoti nosoBuns. XX 6. demoHcmpupyemcs Ha npume-
pe Ouckyccuu nocae nucema 3. 5. beaeyxozo o mpenvem
mome «Mcmopuu ¢pusocogpuu» (1943). Haxoney, npe-
Bpawenue ppaszsl Maprxca 6 0oemy ¢ mounbiM yKkasanuem
ee ucmounuka guxcupyem nepboe cobemckoe usoarue
couunenuii Kanma 1960-x ee. Ilpuuuroi 01umessHo2o
omcymcmbBus mouHo20 YKa3anus Ha MapkcoBekyio uu-
mamy ABasemcs mo, umo oHa codepxumcs euje 6 «Pu-
A0COGHCKOM Manupecme UCMOpU4eckotl uikoavl npaba»
(1842), xomopwLii omHoCUACA K UOALUCTIUUECKOMY Te-
puody mbopuecmba panneeo Mapxca.

KatoueBvie caoBa: Kanm, cppanyysckasn peboaio-
yus, Mapxc, pycckuil Mapkcusm, coBemckutl Mapkcusm,
mpemut mom «Mcmopuu ¢pusocogpuu», B. . Acmyc

! Poccuvickmit rocyiapCcTBEHHBIVI TYMaHUTaPHBIT
YHUBEPCUTET.

125993, Poccmst, Mocksa, Muycckad 1L, f. 6.
Iocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuro: 16.04.2021 e.
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KANT AS THE GERMAN THEORIST
OF THE FRENCH REVOLUTION:
THE ORIGIN OF A DOGMA

A.N. Krouglov'

The origins in Marxist-Leninist philosophy of the
dogma about Kant as the German theorist of the French
Revolution requires some analysis and I explain how a
phrase of Marx later gave rise to the dogma. I first look
at the sources that influenced K. Marx’s view of Kant
and the French Revolution, above all C. F. Bachmann
and H. Heine. I then examine the form in which Kant’s
philosophy was compared with the French Revolution
in the non-Bolshevik milieu before the 1917 Russian
Revolution (P.Ya. Chaadayev, V.S. Mezhevich, the
Dostoyevsky brothers, V.F. Ern, Archbishop Nikanor,
P. A. Florensky). Then I look at how Marx’s phrase in-
fluenced Russian social democrats and specifically the
Bolsheviks (G. V. Plekhanov, V.I. Lenin, V. M. Shulya-
tikov). I cite the example of the discussion triggered by
a letter of Z. Ya. Beletsky concerning the third volume
of The History of Philosophy (1943) to demonstrate the
non-canonical status of Marx’s thesis on Kant and the
French Revolution in the Soviet Union in the first half
of the twentieth century. Finally, the first Soviet edition
of Kant’s works in the 1960s canonised Marx's phrase
and gave the exact source. The reason why it took so
long to give chapter and verse for the Marx quotation
is that it occurs as early as 1842 in “The Philosophical
Manifesto of the Historical School of Law” which be-
longs to the idealistic period of the early Marx.

Keywords: Kant, the French Revolution, Marx,
Russian Marxism, Soviet Marxism, third volume of
The History of Philosophy, V. F. Asmus

More than a hundred years after the October
1917 Revolution the attitude of those who pre-
pared and carried out the revolution — before
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ITo mporectsum Gosee croreTns mocite Ok-
TAOpbckom peposouyy 1917 . Bompoc o ToM, Ka-
KOBO ObII0 oTHOIIIeHMe K dvtocodpum V. Kanrta 1
OLlIeHKa ee PeBOJIIOIVIOHHOIO MOoTeHIIrala co CTOo-
POHBI TeX, KTO IOAroTaBIMBaJl M COBeplIajl 3Ty
PeBOIIOLINIO — IIpUYeM KaK HaKaHyHe ee I100e-
IIbI, TaK ¥ IIOCJIe Hee, — OCTaeTcsl 10 KOHIIa He Vic-
cJlefioBaHHBIM. TeM, KTO M3ydasl MapKCUCTCKYIO
JIMTepaTypy B HOCIIeIHWe AecATWwIeTus Cylile-
crsoBaHMs CoseTckoro Corosa, IIoJJ00HOe yTBepXK-
JleHVie MOXKeT Ka3aThCsl SIBHOV HaTsKKOWL. VcTou-
HUKOM JIerMTMManmm OypxKyasHom driocodpnn
Kanra B paMkax MapKCHCTCKO-JIeHMHCKOM u-
s10copuM TOTO BpeMeHM OKas3bIBaJIVICh, B IpyOoM
Bune, ne nurarel — K. Mapkca u B. V1. Jlenuna.
Tlociemuamin HOMYEPKHYJI B HAIIVICAHHOV €Ille B
1913 r. crarbe «I'py MCTOUHMKA U TPU COCTaBHBIX
YacTy MapKCH3Ma», UTO TaK Has3blBaeMasl «HeMell-
Kasl Kjlaccuueckasi pustocodmsi» Hapsly ¢ Kilac-
CMYeCKOVI aHITIUVICKOVI TIOJIUTIKOHOMMEN 1 ppaH-
IIy3CKMM YTOIWYEeCKUM COIIMaIN3MOM SBJIsIach
O/IHVIM W3 VICTOYHVKOB V1 COCTaBHBIX YacTel MapK-
cm3ma (Jlenmn, 1973, c. 43). @axkTdeckn JleHnH
JIVIIb Tlepadppasvposait ciiosa d. DHresIbca 13 ero
npenucioBns K pabote «PasBuTme cormanmsMa
OT YTOIMM K HayKe»: «...Mbl, HeMeIIKVie COIIVasIu-
CTBI, TOPIVIMCS TeM, UTO BezleM CBOe IIPOVCXOXK/Ie-
Hue He TosIbKO 0T CeH-CnMona, Pypbe 1 OysHa,
Ho Taxxe 1 oT KanTta, ®uxte u [eress» (DHresnsc,
19616, c. 323; Engels, 1987, S. 188). Vcxons n3 sTon
IIepCcrieKTBbI, «Bcs IIkoia Pertepbaxa, Mapkca
¥ DHrejlbca Ioluia oT KaHTa BjieBO, K IIOJTHOMY
OTPUIIAHMIO BCSAKOIO MleaI3Ma ¥ BCIKOrO arHo-
crunmsma» (Jlermn, 1968, c. 213). BiieBo o3Hauasio
3gech citepytoriee: «MaxucTel KpuTukyoT Kan-
Ta 3a TO, UTO OH Yepecuyp MaTepuaJIViCT, a MbI €ro
KPUTHMKYeM 3a TO, UTO OH — HeJOCTaTOYHO MaTe-
puanuct. Maxvctel kpuTukyroT Kanra cripasa, a
MbI — ciieBa» (Tam xe, c. 207). Pasymeertcs, y Jle-
HVMHa HaXO[WiIcsd C JIeCATOK KPUTUYECKNX U pe3-
KVIX BEIPaKeHWUT! B aJipec KaHTOBCKOV prstocodpmm
(arsocTmmmaMm (Jlenmn, 1968, c. 18, 25, 59), «KanTn-
aHCTBO = MeTadmsmKa» (Jlernn, 1969, c. 98), «kan-
TMAHCTBO = CTapbIii xjam» (Jlernn, 1969, c. 72)),

and after the revolution — to the philosophy
of Kant and the assessment of its revolutionary
potential is still a moot question. This statement
may raise eyebrows among those who studied
Marxist literature in the last few decades of the
Soviet Union. Roughly speaking, the legitimi-
sation of Kant’s bourgeois philosophy within
Marxist-Leninist philosophy is based on two
quotations, one from Karl Marx and the oth-
er from Vladimir Lenin. The latter, in the arti-
cle “Three Sources and Three Component Parts
of Marxism”, written as early as 1913, stressed
that the so-called “classical German philoso-
phy” was one of the sources and component
parts of Marxism along with classical English
political economy and the French utopian so-
cialism (Lenin, 1977a, pp. 23-24). In fact Lenin
just paraphrased Friedrich Engels’s words in
the Preface to Socialism: Utopian and Scientific:
“[...] we German Socialists are proud of the fact
that we are descended not only from Saint-Si-
mon, Fourier and Owen, but also from Kant,
Fichte and Hegel” (Engels, 1989, p. 323). From
that perspective, “the entire school of Feuer-
bach, Marx and Engels turned from Kant to the
left, to a complete rejection of all idealism and
of all agnosticism” (Lenin, 1977b, p. 204). “To
the left’ means the following: “The Machists
criticise Kant for being too much of a material-
ist, while we criticise him for not being enough
of a materialist. The Machists criticise Kant
from the right, we from the left” (ibid., p. 199).
Needless to say, we find a dozen or so sharp-
ly critical remarks about Kant’s philosophy in
Lenin’s works (agnosticism (Lenin, 1977b, p. 26,
33, 63), “Kantianism = metaphysics” (Lenin,
1977¢, p. 109), “Kantianism = old lumber”
(Lenin, 1977¢, p. 383)), however, they may be
set aside when one speaks about the need and
significance of Kant study in the Soviet Union.
Out of the entire legacy of Marx, emphasis
was put on his remark that “Kant’s philosophy
must be rightly regarded as the German theory
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OfTHAKO VX BCe JKe TI03BOJINTEIIPHO ObIJIO BEIHECTV
3a CKOOKV, TOBOPsl O 3HaUYeHMM ¥ HEOOXOIVIMOCTH
nsydenus Kanra B Coerckom Corose.

M3 Bcero xe Hacienusa Mapkca akIeHT cTa-
BIWJICSI Ha €ro 3aMedYaHUM O ToM, Oy/ITo «mioco-
duro KanTa MOXHO TI0 CIIpaBelJIBOCTI CUMUTATh
HeMeITKOV Teopuell (ppaHITy3CKOV PeBOJIIOLIVI
(Mapxkc, 1954, c. 88; Marx, 1981, S. 80). bostee ocTo-
POXeH B OlleHKax ObLI DHIeJIbc, TOBOPUBIIIIL He O
Ka3yaJIbHOVI CBSA3M, & BCETO JIVIIIb O «COITyTCTBOBA-
Hum»: «lonutrdeckont pesormony Bo @paniym
comnyTcTBoBasa dpuiocodckasd pepomonys B Iep-
MaHUW» (DHresibe, 1954, c. 537; Engels, 1981, S. 492).

KaHT xaK OCHOBOIOJIOXXHMK «HeMeIIKOV KJlac-
CIYeCcKom qmnocoqmm», SABJILIOIIEVICI OOHUM W3
TpexX MCTOYHMKOB VI COCTaBHBIX YacTell MapKCU3-
Ma, JVaJIeKTUYeCcKOro M MCTOPUYeCKOro MaTepu-
aJIv3Ma, IIPeJCTaBUBIINIL B 5KOHOMMYECKM OTCTa-
ot TepmaHUM «HeMelIKYIO Teopuio dpaHITys-
CKOVI PeBOJIIONV», — VIMEHHO 3TV KJIVIIEe W CITy-
xum B nosgHeM CoserckoM Coro3e KaHOHMUe-
CKOT1 OOBSICHUTEIIBHOV cxeMovi”. VI ecin yTBepxk-
meHvie JleHMHa O KaHTMaAHCTBe KaK VICTOUHUKE
MapKcu3Ma JIVIIb KOCBEHHO KacaeTcsl IJIaBHOIO
IpefiMeTa JaHHOV CTaTby, TO cjioBa Mapkca 3a-
TparuBaT ero Hapsamyto. Ho uro n KTo asmmch
VICTOYHVKaMM BIOXHOBeHM 111 camoro Mapkca
B ero yTBepXaeHnsax o KanTe 1 dpaHIry3ckor pe-
BOJIFOLIM?

1. MlcTOKM MapKCOBCKOI'O CpaBHEH WS
KaHTOBCKOV pmstocodpmm
" ppaHITy3CKOV PEBOTIOLNN

B osrom wmTepnperanmi Mapke Haxomwl-
Cs TI07], CWIBHBIM BJIMSIHVIEM CBOErO CTapIIero
npyra I. leviie v 1mmpexe Bcero ero Ipomssepe-

2 BripoueM, 110 KpaviHer: Mepe Ha cjioBa Mapkca 0XOTHO
ccputayick U 3a nipemertaMm CCCP, m pgaxe 1o ero
BO3HMKHOBEHM:. [lOCTaTOYHO yIIOMSIHYTh 3HAMEHWTOIO
KaHTOBeZla ¥ CTOPOHHWMKA 3TWMYECKOro COIIMasImM3Ma
K. ®oprnennepa, yrsepxaasiiero, yro Mapkc 1o mpasy
HasbIBaJI HOJIUTUYeCKYIo dpriocodmio KanTa «Hemerxon
Teopuent dpanitysckont pepormouyn» (Vorlinder, 1912,
S. 267 —268).
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of the French revolution” (Marx, 1975, p. 206).
Engels was more circumspect, speaking about
“accompaniment”: “The political revolution of
France was accompanied by a philosophical
revolution in Germany” (Engels, 1975, p. 537).

As the founder of “Classical German philos-
ophy” (one of the three sources and component
parts of Marxism, dialectical and historical ma-
terialism) Kant represented in an economical-
ly backward Germany “the German theory of
the French Revolution” — these clichés were
the canonical scheme in the later Soviet Union.?
While Lenin’s statement about Kantianism be-
ing a source of Marxism touches indirectly on
the main subject of this article, Marx’s words
do so directly. But what and who led Marx to
make his claims about Kant and the French
Revolution?

1. The Sources of Marx’s Comparison
of Kant’s Philosophy
and the French Revolution

In this interpretation Marx is under the
strong influence of his older friend Heinrich
Heine, notably his work On the History of Reli-
gion and Philosophy in Germany (1834-1835). En-
gels also mentions Heine in Ludwig Feuerbach
and the End of Classical German Philosophy (1886)
(Engels, 1990, p. 384) which introduced the
term “Classical German philosophy”. In 1831
Heine claimed that “our German philosophy
is nothing but the dream of the French Revo-
lution” (Heine, 2007a, p. 131). With the Critique
of Pure Reason, according to Heine, “a spiritual
revolution begins in Germany which has the
oddest analogies with the material revolution

2 Incidentally, Marx’s words were readily quoted
outside the USSR and even before it was formed. One
need only mention the famous Kant scholar and advocate
of ethical socialism Karl Vorldander (1912, pp. 267-268)
who maintained that Marx was right in referring to
Kant’s philosophy as “the German theory of the French
Revolution”.
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Hus «K ncropum permrun 1 pwiocodpumn B Iep-
MaHUW» (1834—1835). DHresbc TakXke yIOMMHa-
er Jentne B cBoem countHeHun «JIromsur @ernep-
Dax M KOHeI] HeMeIIKOW KJIacCMYeCKON cpvmoco-
dum» (1886) (DHrensc, 1961a, c. 274; Engels, 1962,
S. 265), KOTOpOe 1 TIOJIOKWIIO Havasio CaMOMY Tep-
MUHY «HeMellKasi Kjlaccudeckas dtocodms». B
1831 r. I'emiHe yTBepkaasl, 4yTO «BCs Hallla HeMell-
Kas dpvtocodms ecTb He UTO MHOe, KaK CHOBUZIe-
Hue ¢paHiy3ckon pepomonum» (levtre, 19580,
c. 154; Heine, 1972a, S. 276). C «KpuTUKO 4MCTOrO
pasyMa», corracHO l'eviHe, «<HauMHaeTCs Ty XOBHas
pesostonys B lepMaHMy, IIpeCcTaBIAIONIAs CBOe-
o0pa3HyIO aHAJIOT IO MaTepVaIbHOV PEBOJIIOIINT
Bo DpaHINM, CTOIb Xe BaXkKHas B IJIa3ax IIyOo-
KOTO MBICTIUTeJIS], Kak 1 Ta. OHa pa3BuBaeTcs 10
TeM e pazaM, 1 MeXKIy 0OeV MV TOCIIOAICTBYeT 3a-
MeyvaTesTbHenImiI mapaviensM» (Ieriae, 1958a,
c. 92; Heine, 19726, S. 255). Bokpyr «Kputukn an-
CTOIO pasyMa» «COCPeHOTOUMIINCh Hamm puio-
codpckme AKOOMHITEI», a ToaToMy lertHe Oe3 Tpyaa
HaxOIUT HapasuiebHyio KauTy jaHocTs: «KaHT
6b11 HammM Pobectibepom» (Tevire, 19586, c. 154;
Heine, 1972a, S. 276). Ho aTrM HeMeIKmv mo3T OT-
HIO/Ib He YOBOJIBCTBOBAJICS:

...ecm ViMmmanymir KaHT, 3TOT Besmkmit pas-
PYLINTeSIb B LIAPCTBe MBICIIV, JaJIeKO IIPeB301e]
cBOVIM Teppopm3MoM Makcumminana PoGecribe-
pa, TO Koe B 4eM OH MMeJI CXOAHbBIEe C HVIM Yep-
TBI, TOOY>KIaoIye K CPaBHEHVIO 000X MyXKerl.
<...> ...Twn mMemradmHa B BBICIIEV CTEeIIeHW BbI-
pakeH B 00oVIX: IIpMporIa IIpeHa3HaumWiIa X K
OTBeIMBaHMIO Kode 1 caxapa, HO CyIpda 3axo-
Testa, 9YTOObI OHM B3BeIIVBA/IV IPYyTHe Belly, U
OIHOMY OpocwiIa Ha BeCchl KOpOJIs, IPyroMy —
bora... VI omn B3Becwwm touHo! (I'etine, 1958a,
c. 97—98; Heine, 19726, S. 260 —261).

Kanr y Ierizie v cam BeICTyHaeT HEKMM Teppo-
PUCTOM, M CO3/1aeT MCTOUYHMK TeppopusMa: «pas-
pyIIMTeIb B MVIpe MBIC/IV» HocpencTBoM «Kas-
ToBOM I'yibOTMHBD (Iertne, 19580, c. 154; Heine,
1972a, S. 276), BOIUIOIIEHME «IyXOBHOIO Teppo-
pv3Ma», C JIMXBOV ITlepeKpPBIBAOIIEro BCAKUI «Ma-

in France, and to which the serious thinker
must assign equal importance. It went through
the same phases, and there is the most remarka-
ble parallelism between the two” (Heine, 2007b,
p- 75). “Our philosophical Jacobins gathered
around the Critique of Pure Reason” — so that
Heine easily finds a personality to match Kant:
“Kant was our Robespierre” (Heine, 2007a,
p- 131). But the German poet went further:

“If [...] Immanuel Kant, the great destroyer
in the realm of thought, far surpassed Maximil-
ian Robespierre in terrorism, the two, on the
other hand, had certain similarities, which in-
vite us to compare them. [...] both demonstrate
to the highest degree the type of the petit-bour-
geois — nature had meant for them to measure
out coffee and sugar, but fate forced them to
weigh other things, and put a God and a King,
respectively, on their scales...

And they found their true weight!” (Heine,
2007b, pp. 79-80)

With Heine, Kant is himself a kind of terror-
ist creating terrorism: “destroyer in the world
of thought” by means of the “Kantian guillo-
tine” (Heine, 2007a, p. 131), an embodiment of
“spiritual terrorism” far exceeding any “ma-
terial terrorism”, “a terrorist in the realm of
philosophy” ([Francke and Hollmer], 2001,
pp. 496-497).

Yet Heine was not the first: his interpreta-
tion of German philosophy arose from Carl
Friedrich Bachmann’s work On the Philosophy
of My Time (1816)°> which draws attention to a

% Perhaps a still earlier source for Heine was the satirical
work of Friedrich Christian Brosse: “Immortality is the
tree of freedom of enlightened reason around which
jubilant and happy people dance the carmagnola. At
a distance Robespierre sitting on the critical throne
takes away his God from the thinking public, and then
in another decree again allows the faltering masses to
believe in God, even coerces them into this by driving
a brain screw of practical faith in reason. One deadly
thrust of the dagger has already been delivered by
Aenesidemus, one oppressor has already fallen! Long
live Aenesidemus and Charlotte Corday. Followers
of Kant! Take off your red caps! We, kind-heartede
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TepUaIbHBIVI TEPPOPU3M», «TEPPOPUCT B IIAPCTBE
dwtococpum» (Mitteilungen, 2001, S. 496 —497).

Onnako u leviHe Bce )Xe He OBUI IIEPBBIM: €r0O
VHTepIIpeTals HeMelKon priocodpmmt BO3HUK-
71a Ha ocHoBe counHenus Kapra @punpuxa bax-
maHa’. B mpomssenennmn «O dwtocodpmm Moero
BpemeHn» (1816) baxmaH ommchiBaeT cTpaHHOe
OOCTOSATEIIBCTBO:  «...COOCTBEHHOE BO3IEVICTBIE
“KpuTukm 4mcToro pasyma’... cobIlajiaeT II0 Bpe-
MeHV C IIepPBbIMU JIBVDKeHVSMY, BO3BEIIaBIIVIMM
@panIiy3ckyoo pesorounio» (Bachmann, 1816,
S. 3). B ommnume ot I'eniHe, baxmaH nipoBoguT Bee
Ke Mapasuiesiy MeXay (PpaHIly3CKOV PeBOJIIOLV-
e n nocienosaregMmu KaHra, a He caMMM Ké-
HUTCOePrcKVIM MBICITVITEIIEM:

...BOSHMKAIOT KPOBaBEWIIIE OWUTBEL, Hay4-
HOe SIKOOMHCTBO TEPPOPV3M, JINTEpaTypPHbIE
y6VII7ICTBa VI THYCHOCTW, VICTMHHO IUIOIIATHBIV
TOH, YeJIOBEK BbUIETaeT 3a BCe I'PaHMIIbI KOHeY-
HOCTH, mojiaraeT ce0st Ha MecTo bora v 3acraBiisi-
€T BO3HMKAaTh BeCh MVP W3 CBOVIX CODCTBEHHBIX
MBICJIEVI, a TPYH, Boo6pa>I<aBmVH71, uTO HaBceria
paspyunwi 1apcTBO JOrMaTu3Ma, IIpOu3Besl U3
CBOero coOCTBEHHOI'O UpeBa CaMbIN 6e3paccy;1—
HBIVI JJOTMaTM3M, KOTOPBIVI Korma-jimbo Buest
Mup» (Bachmann, 1816, S. 4).

Paccyxnenus baxmaHa IOKasbIBarOT, YTO Of-
HVIM W3 TOJIYKOB JIJIg IOIOOHBIX CpaBHeHM pu-
nocodwmm KaHTa ¢ ppaHITy3CKOV peBOJIIOIIMeV I0-
CIJIyXKnjla COMHUTe/IbHas MHTepIIpeTalys Iacca-
Ka 13 IIpeyciIoBrsl KO BTopoMy m3fgaHuio «Kpu-
TUKM 4uCcTOro pasyma» (1787). Ha ocrose sTOMI

* Bo3MoxHO, eltte Ooslee paHHMM MCTOYHMKOM U1 [eriHe
MOTJIO CJIYXUTh caTupudeckoe counHenue d. Xp. Bpocce:
«beccmepTiie — 3T0 IepeBo cBOOOLIBI OCBEIIIEHHOI'O Pa3yMa,
BOKPYT KOTOPOTO PajIOCTHBIE VI OCYACT/IMBIIEHHBIE JIFOIIV
TaHIYIOT KapMaHbOJIy. Boasmt cuamut Ha TpoHe KpUTMKM
PoGecribep, OH 3abupaeT y IOyMalromier IyOJImMKM —
cpoero bora, m mocie 3TOro B APYroM JeKpeTe CHOBa
paspeliiaeT IIPOCTBIM MaccaM — BepUTh B bora, oH maxe
HPUHYKIAeT JIoAeV K 9TOMY BKpy4YMBaHMEM MO3TOBOTO
IIypyla IPakTUYecKoy Bepbl pasyma. CMepTerbHBIV
yaap KMEXKaja y)Xe HaHeCceH DHe3VIeMOM, TUPaH yxKe
nan! Ja sgpasctsytor DHesupgeMm u Illapriorra Koppe!
ITocnegosarern Kawnra! CHmMmMTe ¢ TrOJOBBI KpacHBIe
manku! Mbl, DoOpomOpsmoYHbBIe POSUIVICTBL, BEPUM B
GeccmepTne, B Oeccmeptite!» (Bonsens [Brosse], 1798, S. 31).
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strange circumstance: “[...] the impact of the
Critique of Pure Reason coincides in time with
the early movements that heralded the French
Revolution”* (Bachmann, 1816, p. 3). Unlike
Heine, Bachmann draws parallels between the
French Revolution and Kant followers and not
the Konigsberg thinker himself:

“[...] bloody battles break out, scientific Jac-
obinism and terrorism, literary assassinations
and outrages, a tub-thumping tone, man ex-
ceeds all earthly limits, puts himself in place of
God and makes the whole world emerge from
his own thoughts, and the movement, which
imagined that it had destroyed the kingdom of
dogmatism once and for all, produced from its
own womb the most reckless dogmatism the
world had ever seen”” (ibid., p. 4).

Bachman’s reasoning shows that one of the
impulses for such comparisons of Kant’s phi-
losophy with the French Revolution was a du-
bious interpretation of a passage from the
preface to the second edition of the Critique of
Pure Reason (1787). On the basis of this Kan-

royalists, believe in immortality, immortality!” (cf.
“Unsterblichkeit ist der Freiheitsbaum erleuchteter Vernunft,
um welchen herum die frohen und begliickten Menschen eine
Karmanjole tanzen. In der Ferne sitzt ein Robespier[r]e auf
einem Thron der Kritik, er nimmt dem denkenden Publikum
— seinen Gott, und erlaubt darauf wieder in einem andern
Dekret dem zagenden Haufen — einen Gott zu glauben, ja er
torquirt die Menschen sogar dazu mit der Gehirnschraube des
praktischen Vernunftglaubens. Einen tédlichen Dolchstof$
hat  Aenesidemus bereits vollzogen, ein Unterdriicker
ist schon gefallen! Es leb’ Aenesidemus und Charlotte
Corday! Anhinger Kants! die rothen Miitzen vom Kopf!
wir gutmiithigen Roylisten glauben die Unsterblichkeit, die
Unsterblikeit!”) (Bonsens [Brosse], 1798, p. 31).

* “[...] die eigentlichen Wirkungen von Kant’s Kritik der
reinen Vernunft [...] [sind] gleichzeitig [...] mit den ersten
Bewegungen, wodurch sich die Franzdsische Revolution
ankiindigte.”

5 “[..] es entstehen die blutigsten Kdimpfe, ein
wissenschaftlicher Jakobinismus und Terrorismus, literarische
Todschlige und Schandthaten und ein wahrer Poissardenton,
der Mensch iiberfliegt alle Schranken der Endlichkeit, setzt
sich selbst an die Stelle Gottes, und, ldsst die ganze Welt aus
seinen eignen Gedanken entstehen, und das Werk, welches das
Kénigsthum des Dogmatismus fiir immer gestiirzt zu haben
wihnte, erzeugte aus seinem eignen Schoofle den kiihnsten
Dogmatismus, den je die Welt gesehen.”
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KaHTOBCKOM (pasel baxman yreepxmaer: «4Hro
KanT mbITasics cBoet KpUTUKOV OCYIIECTBUTE B
MeTadpV3MKe TIOJTHYIO PEBOJIIOIINIO, He TIOMJIeXXIUT
COMHEHWUIO, VICXO[IsI M3 €ro COOCTBEHHBIX BBICKa-
3piBaHUT» (Bachmann, 1816, S. 26 —27). braropa-
ps uccienosanuio Xopcra [llpéndepa (Schropfer,
2003) sicHO, 4TO 3TO KaHTOBCKOe cpaBHeHMe ¢ Ko-
niepHukoM (B XVI; Kant, 1994, c. 18) He nMmeeT HU-
yero ob11iero HY ¢ PpaHITy3CKOV PeBOJIIOIIVIENT, HU
C HeJIBYCMBICJIEHHO 3a/IlyMaHHOV U JieKJIapupye-
MOV peBoJIfoLMert B pvtocodpmm, a sBjIseTcs OT-
BeTOM Ha perieH3nio Xpucrtuata [ordpuma [roT-
I1a, HallMCaHHYIO JIBYMs rogamu paHee, B 1785 T,
Ha «OcHoBoIoJIOKeHVe K MeTadusiKe HpPaBOB»
(Schiitz, 1785)*.

B ommnmume or Kanra, VI.I. @uxre coBepien-
HO OCO3HaHHO ITpeTeHJIoBaJl Ha TO, YTO CBOMM
HayKOy4eHIeM copepliaeT B puiiocodpnm peBo-
JIOLUMIO TI0 TIpuMepy dpaHIly3oB: «Mos cucre-
Ma — 3TO HepBas CucTeMa CBOOOIIBL; KaK Ta Ha-
ums [ppaHITy3bl] paspbiBaeT BHEIIHVE IIeIN de-
JIOBeKa, TaK MOs CUCTeMa ITOpBIBaeT OXBaThIBaIO-
IIVie ero IyTHI Belllerl caMux I10 cebe, BHEIITHero
BJIVIIHUS, Y yCTaHaBJIMBaeT ero B CBOeM IIepBOM
OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHUY B KadyeCTBe CaMOCTOSTEIbHON
cymnocT» (Fichte, 1970, S. 298). ITpasna, mapai-
nerm Mexny dpurtocodpuent Kanrta n «gesopranm-
3a1iyert» IoCpeICTBOM PpaHITy3CKOV PeBOJIIOIIN
IIPOBOIWIIVICh 11 paHee — HaIllpumep, B pusiocod-
CKMX XypHaJlaX aHTMKaHTMAHCKOV HallpaBJieH-
HOCTH, M3aBaeMbix VloranHoMm Asrycrom D0ep-
xapaoM (cM.: Anonym, 1794; Anonym, 1795). B xon-
e XVIII B. ®punprx lotmb Kiommrok counumn
Haxe TaKyIo SIUTPaMMY:

VIsmensTE rocyrapcTBeHHOe 371aHVe CTasIvi BO
O®pannym, B 'epmanmmu xe

3aHsINCh TIOIpaKaTeJIbCTBOM, U CTaJIi 3Me-
HSTb CICTEMY 3HaHW, 3aMedaTesIbHO".

* Cm. Taxke mmeeMo Ilroria Kanrty ot 18 despamsa
1785 r. (AA 10, S. 399, Ne 237).

5> «Andernd den Bau des Staates ward man in Frankreich,
in Deutschland / Ahmte man nach, und ward, d&ndernd
ein Lehrgebdu, toll» (Klopstock, 1982, S. 58, Ne 177).

tian phrase Bachmann (1816, pp. 26-27) makes
this claim: “That Kant by his critique tried to
accomplish a total revolution in metaphysics
is not open to doubt on the basis of his own
utterances.”® Horst Schropfer’s study shows
(Schropfer, 2003) that Kant’s 1787 comparison
with Copernicus (B XVI; Kant, 1998, p. 110) has
nothing to do either with the French Revolu-
tion or with the unambiguously conceived and
declared revolution in philosophy, but is a re-
sponse to the 1785 review of the Groundwork of
the Metaphysics of Morals by Christian Gottfried
Schiitz (1785).”

Unlike Kant, Fichte consciously claimed to
have accomplished a French-like revolution by
his teaching: “My system is the first system of
liberty; just as that nation [the French] breaks
man’s external chains, so my system breaks the
fetters of things in themselves, of external influ-
ence and establishes him in his very first prin-
ciple as an independent being”® (Fichte, 1970,
p- 298). True, parallels between Kant’s phi-
losophy and “disorganisation” of the French
Revolution had been drawn before, e.g. in
anti-Kantian philosophical journals published
by Johann August Eberhard (see Anonym,
1794; Anonym, 1795). In late eighteenth centu-
ry Friedrich Gottlieb Klopstock even wrote this
epigram:

In France they changed the structure of the
State and went mad;

In Germany (in imitation) they changed the
structure of some doctrines — and went mad.’

6 “Daff Kant durch seine Kritik in der Metaphysik eine
ginzliche Revolution zu bewirken suchte, ist aus seinen
eignen AeufSerungen unzweifelhaft.”

7 See also letter from Schiitz to Kant of 18 February 1785
(Br, AA 10, p. 399, Ne 237).

8 “Mein System ist das erste System der Freiheit; wie jene
Nation [Frankreich] von den dufleren Ketten den Menschen
losreif$t, reif$st mein System ihn von den Fesseln der Dinge
an sich, des dufleren Einflusses los, und stellt ihn in seinem
ersten Grundsatze als selbstindiges Wesen hin.”

° “Andernd den Bau des Staates ward man in Frankreich,
in Deutschland / Ahmte man nach, und ward, dndernd ein
Lehrgebiu, toll” (Klopstock, 1982, p. 58, No 177).
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A 3 aaBap4 1796 1. HeMelKMII IIvcaTesIb U Xyp-
Hasmct JTronpur @epayHanm 'yOep B aHOHMMHO
OITyOJIMKOBaHHOV BO BIIMSTETEHOM (PpaHITy3CKOM
reyaTHOM opraHe Toro BpemeHm «Le Moniteur
Universel» crarbe mvicasi, uTo 3HaMeHUTHIVT KaHT
npowssesl B IepMaHUM JyXOBHYIO PEeBOJIIOLIVIIO,
nofgoOHy0 peosttoriny Bo dpaniny, nprdeM Ké-
HUTCcOeprcKuil MBICIIUTEIb BBICTYIIWII IIPU 3TOM
CTOPOHHUMKOM  PecITy0JIMKaHCKOTO — yCTPOVICTBa
([Huber], 1796)°.

Tem He MeHee He cilefyeT ymycKaTh U3 BUILY,
YTO TOH IOIOOHBIX CpaBHEHWUVI BO BpeMeHa PeBo-
JIIOLMW M BO BpeMeHa leriHe, paBHO Kak U B pas-
HBIX cTpaHax — BO @paHuwu n B lepmaHum —
HepeIKO ObIJT TIOJTHOCTHIO ITIPOTMBOIOIOKHBIM: «B
HoBerlee BpeMs, — mmcasl Kaprn PosenkpaHil B
cepenune XIX B, — cTajio OYeHb MOMHO Iapajl-
JIeIM3MPOBaTh XOf, PasBUTN HeMeIlKoM puIoco-
dvnt HaumHas ¢ KanTa ¢ dppaHITy3cKom IOIUTH-
KOV " V3 3TOr0 BBIBOAMTDH CJIAaBy HEMEIKOV (1)1/1—
nocodun. Ho Torma (Bo Bpemena Kanrta. — A.K),
O7IHaKO, 3TMM IIOfIpa3yMeBaJsIvi COBCeM MHOe, U I10-
I1I00HOe cpaBHEHVe OBUIO COTIOCTABVIMO C JIOHOCOM
o decmpykmubuoiu mendenyuu...» (Rosenkranz,
1840, S. 355).

2. [TomapKcOBCKMe napasijiesim
KaHTOBCKOV pmstocodpmm
" ppaHITy3CKOV PeBOJIIOLIN
B JOpeBOIIONIOHHON Poccrm

VIsBecTHO 7111 GBUIO B JIOpeBOTIOIIOHHON Poc-
cum 00 3TMX JJOMapKCOBCKMX COIOCTaBJIEHIISIX
KaHTOBCKOM dprytocodpumt 1 PppaHITy3CcKOV peBo-
mortny? C GoJIBIION CUMIIaTHert 00 3TUX cpas-
HeHWsIX, HepeJKo ¢ NpAMBIMM cchbUIkaMmy Ha len-
He, BBbICKa3bIBalOTCA TaKWe pasHble MBICIIUTeIIN,
Kak dpustocodp-sananuuk [1. . Haanaes (Haamaes,
1991, c. 94), nucaresnb M JIUTEpaTyPHBIVT KPUTUK

¢ Anexcuc DWIOHEHKO 3aMe4yaeT B 3TOW CBS3M, UTO
3/1eCh BIIepBBIe ITPOV3BENIEHO CpaBHEHWe (DpaHITy3CKO
peBoITIoIMT ¥ KOTIepHMKaHCKOV pesormonvy  KaxTa
(Philonenko, 1972, p. 265 note).

A.N. Krouglov

On 3 January 1796 the German writer and
journalist, Ludwig Ferdinand Huber, in an
anonymous article in Le Moniteur Universel, an
influential French magazine of the time, wrote
that the famous Kant carried out in Germany a
spiritual revolution similar to the revolution in
France, with the Konigsberg thinker advocating
the republican order ([Huber], 1796)."

Even so, we should not overlook the fact
that during the revolution and Heine’s time
the tone of such comparisons in France was of-
ten the exact opposite of that in Germany: “In
modern times”, wrote Karl Rosenkranz (1840,
p. 355) in the mid-nineteenth century, “it has
become fashionable to draw parallels between
the development of German philosophy, start-
ing with Kant, and French politics and derive
from this the glory of the German philosopher.
But then (during Kant’s time — A.K\) it had a
totally different implication and such compar-
ison was tantamount to a denunciation of a de-
structive tendency [...].”"

2. Pre-Marxian Parallels
between Kantian Philosophy
and the French Revolution
in Pre-revolutionary Russia

Were these comparisons between Kantian
philosophy and the French Revolution known
in pre-revolutionary Russia? Great sympathy
for these comparisons, often with direct ref-
erences to Heine, were expressed by such di-
verse thinkers as the pro-Western philosopher
Petr Ya. Chaadayev (1991, p. 94), the writer
and literary critic Vasily S. Mezhevich (1833,

10 Alexis Philonenko (1972, p. 265n) notes in this
connection that it is the first comparison of the French
Revolution and Kant’s Copernican revolution.

" “In  neuerer Zeit ist sehr beliebt geworden, den
Entwicklungsgang der Deutschen Philosophie von Kant ab
mit dem der Franzdsischen Politik zu parallelisiren und den
Deutschen Philosophen einen Ruhm daraus zu machen. Damals
aber meinte man dies ganz anders und spielte den Vergleich in
das Denuncirende einer destructiven Tendenz [...].”
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B. C. Mexesna (Mexesrry, 1833, c. 396), mosmumm
craBssHOWI B.D. DOpH (OpH, 1991, c. 311) win
IpaBOCsIaBHbIe CBAIIIeHHVKN apxuenvickor Huka-
Hop (Bposkosnu) (Huxanop, 1888, c. 385—386) u
IT. A. ®nopenckun (@nopenckmit, 2007, c. 33—34).
ITepeckas crarsu eiire 00 3TMX napauiesissx Mex-
11y KaHTOBCKOV dprstocodpuert 1 ppaHITy3CcKOV pe-
BOJIIOITVEV! OITyOJIMKOBaJsl B M37laBaeMOM BMecTe C
OpaTom Mruxamaom MuxaiioideM XXypHase
®enop Muxarsiosuy [loctoesckuit (Ievine, 1864).
Hw oguH 13 yHOMSIHYTBIX MBICJIUTESIENI MapK-
CUCTOM He ObUL JInTepaTypHbIVI KpUTHK 1 ITyOIIn-
nyct . V1. IlucapeB HaXogUTCA B paMKaX PyCCKOW
MBICJIV, CKOpee, B TOPIOM OJITHOYeCTBe, KOI7la OH B
1867 r. B cBaA3M ¢ mHTepnpeTtanyent [eriHe rosopur
0 «pebsgecKmx COMVDKEHMSIX» VIV «IIPUSTHOM U
3aTerInBoON BeIAyMKe» (ITncapes, 2005, c. 434).

Ota pebaueckas u sameiiubas Bvl0ymka GOBO-
ZIVTCS IO CBOETO 3aBepIieHns B poMaHe M. A. Ajr-
naHoBa «/lessiToe Tepmuiopa» (1921). ImaBHbII Te-
povt mpomsseneHns — mosogon auruiomar Illra-
astb — 1o nyTu Bo @paHiiuio okosio 1793 r. okasbl-
Baetcs B KénurcOepre, rie Ha yimiie HeOXMIaHHO
BcTpevaeTcs ¢ KaHTOM 11 HauMHaeT ¢ HUM Oecefty.
B nent KanT rosoput pycckomy AuIUIOMary:

Pobecrivep, [lanToH... fI mymaro, oHU HeIulo-
xve jrory. OHM 3a0JTy>KIAr0TCs, TOJIBKO U BCETO:
Io4eMy-To BooOpasmIn cebsi peBOIIIOLVIOHepa-
vn. Passe omu pepormonyionepsr? OHU Takue
)Ke TIOJINTVIKY, TaKye ke MUHVCTPBL, KaK Te, UTO
ObUIM IO HMX, IIPU TIOKOIHOM Koporte JIromosu-
ke. HeMHoOrO j1yuItie miv, ckopee, HEMHOTO XyKe.
W meraroT OHM IIOYTHU TO XK€ caMoe, M XOTST I104-
TU TOTO XXe, V1 AyIlla y HUX ITOYTK Takad xe. He-
MHOTO Xy>e WJIM, CKopee, HeMHOro jyuire... Ka-
KI1e OHI PeBOJIIOLIVIOHEPBI?

— Kro xe HacTosImMe peBOIONIOHEPEI? —
crrpocwt o3agaveHHb [Taans.

— I, — cKa3asI cTapyK Cepbe3HO U paBHOIYIII-
HO, KaK CaMyl0 OOBIKHOBEHHYIO ¥ caMO coOom
pasymeroniyiocs selllb (Aganos, 2002, c. 59).

Csoe HeoObruHOe yTBepxaeHme KaHT apry-
MeHTWpPOBaJl B pOMaHe TaK:
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p- 396), the later Slavophile Vladimir F. Ern
(1991, p. 311) or Orthodox priests Archbish-
op Nikanor (Brovkovich) (1888, pp. 385-386)
and Pavel A. Florensky (2007, pp. 33-34). A
rendering of Heine’s article about these paral-
lels between Kant’s philosophy and the French
Revolution was printed by Fyodor Dostoev-
sky and his brother Mikhail in the journal they
published together (Heine, 1864). None of the
above-mentioned thinkers were Marxists. The
literary critic and public commentator, Dmitry
Pisarev, was perhaps alone in the framework of
Russian thought when in 1867, commenting on
Heine's interpretation, he wrote about “childish
comparisons” and “a pleasant and fanciful in-
vention” (Pisarev, 2005, p. 434).

The childish and fanciful invention is carried to
its limit in Mark Aldanov’s novel The Ninth of
Thermidor (1921). The main character, a young
diplomat by the name of Staal, en route to
France circa 1793, finds himself in Konigsberg,
where he accidentally meets Kant in the street
and engages him in a conversation. Kant says
to the Russian diplomat:

“Robespierre, Danton... I think they are not
bad fellows. They are deluded, that’s all: they
have imagined themselves to be revolutionar-
ies. Are they really revolutionaries? They are
just the same politicians, the same ministers
as there were before them under the late King
Louis. A bit better or, rather, a bit worse. And
they do almost the same and they wish the
same and their souls are almost the same. A bit
worse or perhaps a bit better. They are no rev-
olutionaries.”

“Who are the real revolutionaries?” a puz-
zled Staal asked.

“I am,” said the old man seriously and non-
chalantly as if it was something ordinary that
should be taken for granted (Aldanov, 2002,
p. 59).

In the novel, Kant elaborates his startling
statement:



DTO 0O4eHb pacIpocTpaHeHHOe 3a0IyXKIeHme,
O6yaro Bo dpaHINM ITPOUCXOAUT PEBOJIIOLINSL. . .
[TpusHatock BaM, g caM TaK AyMajl HEKOTOpoOe
BpeMsi U ObUI yBjleueH (PPaHIly3CKMMW COOBITH-
avu. Ho Teriepp MHe coBepIlieHHO siceH oOMaH,
7 4 IOTepsUl K HUM VHTepec. Bo @pannmm ogHa
rpyIIa JIoeVt IpuiiUla Ha CMeHY Apyrov IpyTl-
Ile U OTHsUJIa Y Hee BjlacTb. KoHeuHo, MOXHO Ha-
3bIBaTh TaKylO CMeHy pPeBOJIIOIVeV], HO Beldb 3TO
BCe-TaKM Hecepbe3Ho. Pasymeercs, g 1 Terepb
XeJs1asl Obl, YTOO BO PpaHIIMM CO30aI0Ch IIPaBO-
BO€ TOCYIapCTBO, OoJlee VI MeHee COOTBETCTBY-
rortee maesiMm Monrecksé. Ho, comtacurecs, 31O
Bce He TO... [loueMy 5T oM He HAYHYT PeBO-
JIOIMY € cammx cebs? V1 mmoueMy OHM CUMTAOT
cebs mmocsteoBatessiMu Pycco?.. Pycco, — ckasait
OH C yBaXkeHMeM, — VIMeJI B By COBepIIIeHHO
apyroe. <...>

Topko B MOeM yueHWM — IIOIJIMHHAsg pe-
BOJIIOIINS, PeBOIonMs fyXa. VI moromy cambre
BpeJiHble, caMble OIlacHbIe JIFOJIM 3TO He [laHTOH
v He Pobecribep, a Te, KOTOpBIe MeIIai0T MHe BbI-
CKa3bpIBaTh MOV MBIC/II. Pa3Be MOXKHO 3aIrperniaTh
rponsBenennst Kanra?.. (Tam xe).

[TpriMepoB, MPOTUBOIIOJIOKHBIX 3TOVI TOMUHW-
pyioment criwmsanymu B ayxe IeviHe, B pycckom
amTepaTrype odeHb Masio. CKopee MCKIIIOYeHVeM
OKa3bIBaIOTCs pasMbluieHns B poMane A. H. Tosn-
croro «Xmypoe yrpo» (1941): «...dusmocodpus-To,
JIOTVIKA-TO KOPPeKTUPYIOTCs, KaK CTpennba, BU-
ZIVIMOVI 11€JIBIO, IJTy OOKVIM ITO3HaHVEeM XXM3HEeHHBIX
CTOJIKHOBeHUT... Peposroniniss — 370 Tebe He DM-
Manym Kauth» (Toricron, 1947, c. 33).

TonkoBaHue AjlaHOBa OTIMYAJIOCh OT Hpeq-
IIIECTBYIOIIVIX TEM, UTO, XOTSI OHO V1 OBIJIO HaBeHO
B TOM uuiciie [eliHe, OTHAKO, B OT/IMYMe OT APYTHX
ITOKJIOHHVKOB HEMeIIKOTrO I103Ta, IvcaTesIb OCHO-
BbIBaJICA 3[1eCh Ha 3HAHMM HEKOTOPBbIX KaHTOB-
CKMX ITPOM3BEeHN, BKJIIOYasl Te, B KOTOPbIX CO-
JlepKajIvich KaHTOBCKMe BBbICKas3blBaHMsA O ppaH-
11y3CKOV peBosonny. PaBHbIM 00pa3oM Ha MCTO-
pUI¥ecKmy MaTepuall OlMpaiach M HeKasl peBo-
monyonnsanusa gprtocodpnn Kanra B Poccnm co
croponbl A. VI Tepuiena. OH cpaBHMBaeT BHeII-
Huit ook KanTta n Pobecribepa (I'eprien, 1954,
c. 305), Ho, oxoxe, He Ha ocHOBe [erHe. B «BbI-
oM u tyMax» (1855) Teprien Bciomunaer «Kan-
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“It is a widespread misconception that what
is happening in France is a revolution... I con-
fess that I myself thought that way and was
carried away by the French events. But now I
understand it is all a cheat, and I have lost inter-
est in them. In France one group of people has
replaced another group and has seized power
from it. Of course you can call this change a
revolution, but this is not serious. Surely, I still
would like to see a law-governed state in France
corresponding more or less to the ideas of Mon-
tesquieu. But you would agree, wouldn't you,
that this is not the real stuff?... Why don’t these
people begin the revolution with themselves?
And why do they consider themselves to be
the followers of Rousseau?... Rousseau, he said
respectfully, had something totally different in
mind” [...].

“Only my teaching is a genuine revolution,
the revolution of the spirit. That is why the
most harmful, the most dangerous people are
not Danton or Robespierre, but those who pre-
vent me from expressing my thoughts. How
can you forbid Kant?...” (ibid.).

There are very few voices in Russian liter-
ature that challenge the prevalent Heine-like
stylisation. One such exception is the reflec-
tions in Alexei Tolstoy’s novel A Gloomy Morn-
ing (1941): “[...] philosophy, logic is corrected,
like shooting, by the visible target, deep insight
into life’s clashes... Revolution is not your Im-
manuel Kant!” (Tolstoy, 1947, p. 33).

Aldanov’s interpretation differed from pre-
vious ones because, although it did take its cue
from Heine, among others, unlike other fans
of the German poet, he knew some of Kant's
works, including those which contained Kant’s
remarks about the French Revolution. Like-
wise, Herzen proceeded from historical materi-
al in tending to revolutionise Kant’s philosophy.
He compares the appearance of Kant and Robe-
spierre (Herzen, 1956, p. 295), but it is unlikely
that his words derive from Heine. In My Past
and Thoughts (1855) Herzen (1982, p. 532) recalls
“Kant taking off his velvet cap at the news of the
proclamation of the republic in 1792 and repeat-
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Ta, CHSBIIIETO OapxaTHYIO IIarlouKy IIPV BECTU O
IpoBo3ryiaieHnn pecnyonmkm 1792 roga m mo-
BTOpMBIIIETO “HbIHe oTmyIraemmt”’ CrmeoHa-00-
ronpummia» (lepren, 1957, c. 299; cp. JIk. 2: 29—
32). OH He yKa3aJl HUKaKOrO MCTOYHMKA, OJHAKO
€ro MOXXHO BOCCTaHOBUTE. B periensun Ha 6uorpa-
duro Karra @. B. IllyGepTa 13BeCTHBIVI MCTOPUIK,
Iy OJIMIIVCT, «JIeTOIVICeIl» CBOETro BpeMeHU U IIpe-
KpacCHBIVI 3HaTOK pyccKovt KynbsTypel Kapit Asrycr
®dapuxareH ¢oH DH3e nepefiasl pacckas, CJIbIIIAH-
HbBIM M oKoJ10 1818 1. oT 3HaBmero Kanra ®@pu-
npvixa Asrycra ¢oH llIrsremana:

Korpa uepes rasers! 66010 cooOIIIeHO O IIpO-
Bosmamenuy Opanirysckon peciry6ivku, Kanr,
KOTOPBIVI KO BceM coObITHsIM P paHITy3CcKOV PeBo-
JTIOITVVI OTHOCWJICS C TeIUIBIM yJacTueM, cO cile-
3aMI Ha IJla3ax cKasajl HeCKOJIbKVM CBOVIM JIpy-
3bsIM, Cpefu KOTOphIx ObUT Takke u ITareman:
«Cermgac s mMory ckasaTh, kKak Cumeon: Heine
ormyckaels paba Tsoero, Brambixo, 1o cioBy
TBoeMy, ¢ MUpPOM, ITOCIIe TOTO Kak s BUIeNI 3TOT
ZleHb criaceHMs». 11t Hero Bo D paHITy3CKyIo pe-
BOJIIOIIVIO BIUIEJIVICH BCe BakKHbIE yCTpeMJIeHVs
yeJIoBevYecTBa, ¥ OH Hajlesyics Ha TO, YTO OHW,
IIOYTH ITOTepsIHHBIE B IIPeCTYIUIeHUSIX aHaApXUW,
OyyT criaceHBI CHOBa ITpY Tlepexojie K yIopsiIo-
ueHHOMY NpaBuTesIbcTBy (Varnhagen von Ense,
1843, S. 755; cp. B mHOM penmaxuym: Varnhagen
von Ense, 1869, S. 187).

Oxkasasmv JIv 3Tu JIOMapKCOBCKIe CpaBHeHUS 1
apasuIesivi KaHTOBCKOM dprstocodpmm 1 ppaHITys-
CKOVI PEeBOJIIOLIVV BIIVISHVIe Ha POCCUVICKYIO COLIM-
aJI-1eMOKpaTuIo?

3. Pycckme conmasi-IeMoKpaThl
u B3I1s1bI MapKkca Ha oTHorueHme KaHTa
K paHILy3CKOVI PeBOJTIOIMN

ITponomxas Tpamunum AnpaHosa, A. besoro
1 A. A. briioka (cm.: Kpymios, 2010), aBcTpuiickmi
nposank n gpamarypr Tomac beprxapm B mbece
«Mmmanymn Kant» (1978) onuceiBaer myTerre-
CTBUe KEHUTcOeprckoro dniocoda ¢ Cympyrom m
roryraeM Ha kopabste B Amepuky. OnHO 13 KaH-
TOBCKMX Pa3MBIIIUIEHNI TAe-TO B ATJIaHTUKE 3BY-
YUT B 3TOV IIbece TaK:
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ing, ‘Now lettest Thou Thy servant depart™
He does not indicate the source, but it can be re-
stored. In the review of the Kant biography by
Friedrich Wilhelm Schubert, Karl August Varn-
hagen von Ense, a well-known historian, jour-
nalist, “chronicler” of his time and a connoisseur
of Russian culture, relates an account he had
heard circa 1818 from (Christian) Friedrich Au-
gust von Staegemann who knew Kant:

When the newspapers reported the estab-
lishment of the French Republic Kant, who had
warm sympathy for all the events of the French
Revolution, told several of his friends, among
whom was Staegemann: “Now I can say like
Simeon: ‘Lord, now you are letting your ser-
vant depart in peace, according to your word,
for my eyes have seen your salvation.”” For him
all the important aspirations of mankind were
intertwined with the French Revolution, and
he hoped that these, almost lost in the crimes
of anarchy, would be saved again in the tran-
sition to an ordered government® (Varnhagen
von Ense, 1843, p. 755; cf. in a different edition:
Varnhagen von Ense, 1869, p. 187).

Did these pre-Marxian comparisons and
parallels between Kant’s philosophy and the
French Revolution have an impact on the Rus-
sian Social-Democrats?

3. Russian Social-Democrats
and Marx’s Views on Kant’s Attitude
to the French Revolution

Following the tradition of Aldanov, Andrey
Bely and Alexander Blok (see Krouglov, 2010),
the Austrian novelist and playwright Thomas

12 Cf. Luke 2: 29-32.

B “Als die Stiftung der Franzdsischen Republik durch
die Zeitungen verkiindet wurde, sagte Kant, der allen
Erscheinungen der franzdsischen Ravolution warmen Anteil
gewidmet hatte, mit Trinen in den Augen zu mehreren
Freunden, unter denen auch Stigemann war: ‘Jetzt kann
ich sagen, wie Simeon: Herr, lasse Deinen Diener in Frieden
fahren, nachdem ich diesen Tag des Heils gesehen!” Ihm waren
in die franzdsische Revolution alle wichtige Anliegen der
Menscheit verflochten, und er glaubte diese, in den Griueln
der Anarchie fast verlorenen, durch den Uebergang in
geordnete Regierung wieder gerettet.”
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Bor g cormmanmct

VICTMHHBIV U [IeVICTBUTEJIbHBIV COLTMAaJIVICT
BCe IIpoyee 3a01yXIeHe

VI KoMMyHM3M TOXe

TOJIBKO MOJTHAas OJ1aXb

Mapxkc HerogHIK

A sTOT GenHbINI cs1aboyMHBIN JleHnH
COBepIIIeHHO ITpeBpaTHO MeHs VCTOIKOBaJI
(beprxapz, 1999, c. 273)

OrnpaBraHHBI 1M ObUIM BO3MYILEHNS JIUTepa-
TypHoro KanTa B nbece bepraxapma?

B 3HaumTeIbHOM CTeIIeH M TIO3UIINS PYCCKOV CO-
LIaJI-IeMOKpaTuM IIo oTHoIIeH Mo K KaHTy ompe-
nensiyack 1ByMa dpurypammu — I B. ITnexanoBsim
u Jleanneiv. KanTosckas dpvtocodris saTparvsa-
eTcs B LiesioM psane counHeHm [nexanosa c 1898
1o 1916 r.— B mpuMeUaHMIX K PYCCKOMY IIepeBO-
oy coumHeHMs DHrenbca «JIronsur denepbax n
KOHeIl HeMeIIKOV KJlaccuyeckom dutocodr»
(1-e m3panme — 1892, 2-e m3manme — 1905r), cTa-
Thsax «Konpazn HIMuar nporus Kapriia Mapkca n
®punpuxa DHresbca» (1898), «Marepuaism v
KaHTH3M» (1899), «Cant mporus Kanra wm my-
XOBHOe 3aBelllaHVe T. bepHiiTerHa» (1901), «Eme
o BoHe» (1915), a TaxXKe MIpPeONCIOBUM K KHUTe
A.M. [lebopura «BeefeHne B dvtocodpmro aya-
JIeKTI4YecKoro MarepuaansmMa» (1916). Onaako BO
BCeX 3TVIX MHOTOYMCIIEHHBIX paboTax MHe He U3-
BECTHO HMKaKMX IONBITOK [liexaHoBa cOmmsmTh
HeMellKyIo dwiocodpuio KaHTta 1 dpaHIry3cKyio
pesoitoniio. bostee Toro, B ominume ot JlennHa
[TrilexaHOB MHaue BUJIesI MICTOPUYECKYIO POJIb He-
MeITKOVI KjlaccudecKon dustocodnit: He ee, a Ma-
Tepran3M CIMHO3BI OH paccMaTpvBall B Kade-
CTBe MICTOYHVIKa MapKkcm3Ma (cM.: [ irexaros, 1956a,
c. 386; ITnexanos, 19576, c. 75—76)". B npumevanm-
gIX K COOCTBEHHOMY IlepeBofy DHTrejlbca OH ITOf-
YepKHYJL «...B cBoeri KHure o I'epmanvm [erire ro-
pas3fo OoJIblile pacIpOCTPaHSIeTCs O PeBOJIIOIIVIOH-
HOM, <— OueHb IIpeyBeIMYeHHOe 1M,> — 3Haue-
Hyn KaHTa (ero “Kpurukm umcroro pasyma”), uem
Terersi» (ITmexanoB, 19560, c. 453). HekoTopoe co-

7 Cwm. 00 atom noripobree: (Krouglov, 2018).
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Bernhard in his play Immanuel Kant (1978) de-
scribes Kant’s journey to America on board a
ship together with his wife and parrot. One of
Kant’s reflections somewhere in the middle of
the Atlantic goes like this:

I am a socialist

a true and a real socialist

all the rest is delusion
Communism is

also a fad

Marx is a rascal

And the poor feeble-minded Lenin
totally perverted me'

(Bernhard, 1983, p. 633)

Did the literary Kant in Bernhard’s play
have a point?

The attitude of Russian Social-Democrats
to Kant was to a large extent determined by
two figures, Georgy V. Plekhanov and Lenin.
Plekhanov touches upon Kant’s philosophy in
many works written between 1898 and 1916,
in notes for the Russian translation of Engels’s
Ludwig Feuerbach and the End of Classical Ger-
man Philosophy (*1892, 21905), the articles “Con-
rad Schmidt Versus Karl Marx and Frederick
Engels” (1898), “Materialism or Kantianism”,
“Cant against Kant or Herr Bernstein’s Will
and Testament” (1901), “More about the War”
(1915), and the foreword to Abram M. De-
borin’s book Introduction to the Philosophy of
Dialectical Materialism (1916). However, in all
these numerous works I have not found any
attempts to link Kant’s philosophy and the
French Revolution. Moreover, Plekhanov had
a different view of the historical role of Classi-
cal German philosophy than Lenin: he consid-

4 “Ich bin Sozialist

der wahre der tatsichliche Sozialist
alles andere ist ein Irrtum

Und der Kommunismus

ist eine Modetorheit

Marx ein Tunichtgut

Der arme schwachsinnige Lenin
hat mich total mifiverstanden” .
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rocTaBpsieHVie PPaHITy3CKOVI peBOJTIOLNL V1 HeMell-
ko cprstococpun y IlnexaHosa Bce e BCTpedaeT-
Cs1, OfHaKoO Oe3 KOHCTaTallu KaKOro-TO BIIVISHMS
VIV Kay3aJIbHBIX CBs3€el], a CKopee ¢ aKIIeHTOM Ha
OrPOMHBIX pa3inumsx: «Bo @panuym ogHa peBo-
JIIOLIVSL CMeHsJIa IPYTYIOo, HOTpsicasi Y BOJIHYSI BeCh
MUp, a B 3TO BpeMs B IepmaHMM ITpomcxommia
OeckpoBHas Ooprba PrIOCOPCKMX CHCTEM: OTHa
cucTeMa 3aMeHsla Apyryio, — KaHT BbITecHsI
Bosedpa, Puxre BoiTecHs1 Kanta, T'eresrs BbITeC-
Hs1 DuxTe, 1 3Ta 60pbOa TOXKe CTPAIITHO BOIIHO-
Bajla MUp — MUP YUeHBIX U CTY[IeHTOB prtocod-
ckoro dakysbreTa» (ITnexanos, 1928, c. 327).

MHe He M3BeCTHO TakKXe HU €IMHOro oOpa-
meHns Jleamna K murare Mapkca o dutoco-
drm Kanra Kak «Teopumn ¢ppaHITy3CKOV PeBOJIIO-
IMM». BOJIBIeBMKYM, KOTOpble BCe JKe paccyKia-
JIVl Ha TeMBI PeBOJIIOLMM B paMKax TeX MJIV VIHBIX
VICTOPUKO-(P1IT0cOCKIIX CTOIIKOBAHVI, BOOOIIIE
OPVIXOOWIN K pagMKaIbHO MHBIM BBIBOJIAM, He-
XeJi caM MapKc B KOHKPeTHBIX OlleHKaX KaHTOB-
ckomt dvtocopum. Briagymump Muxariosuy Ily-
JIATUKOB B countHeHnM «OmpaBgaHme KarnuTasins-
Ma B 3amagHoeBporterickon dpwiocodmm (ot He-
Kaprta o O. Maxa)» o0bssw1 KaHTta mpencrasu-
TeJleM U BblpasuTesieM MaHydaKTypHOM prioco-
i, TOCKOJIBKY MMEHHO MaHYdaKTypa IIpoliBe-
TaJla B SKOHOMMYECKN OTcTasion IepmaHum Bpe-
MeH KéHurcOeprckoro dpuiocoda. VimeHHo 3ech
Y COHePXKUTCS WMCTOYHMK CXeMaTM4YecKoro IIo-
crpoenns dwiocopun Kanra: «..Bcs “Kpurnka
YMCTOro pa3yMa”’ ecTb He YTO MHOe, KaK yueHle O
TOM, C TIOMOIIIBIO CKOJIb MHOTOpa3/IMYHBIX, PacIIo-
JIO)KeHHBIX B IIOCIIeIOBATEIIBHOM, VepapX1UecKOM
HopsifIKe OpPraHU3aTOPCKUX MHCTAHIUM CyObeKT
IIpeBpalllaeT XaoC BHEIITHero Mypa B HeUTO 1iejIb-
Hoe 1 crpomHoe. KapTnHa CJI0KHOVI OpraHm3sa-
UM MaHYaKTYPHBIX MacTepCKMX BOCITPOU3BO-
nutca B getasisix» (ymarukos, 1908, c. 75—76).
Yepes Tpu roga mocjie Havajla IIEpBOVI PYCCKOV
pesomtoriym Hlynarukos 3assuir: «Obmacte du-
socodpmm — Hacrosmas bactmms OypxkyasHo
veonorviv. [1o cux mop i IITypMa ee CpaBHU-
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ered Spinoza’s materialism and not Classical
German philosophy to be a source of Marx-
ism (see Plekhanov, 1974a, p. 363; Plekhanov,
1976, pp. 72)."° In the notes to his own transla-
tion of Engels he stressed: “[...] in his book on
Germany, Heine dwells far more on the revolu-
tionary significance [which he greatly exagger-
ated] of Kant (his Criticism of Pure Reason) than
of Hegel” (Plekhanov, 1974b, p. 430). Still, Ple-
khanov does occasionally compare the French
Revolution with German philosophy though
he does not write about any influences or caus-
al links, but rather stresses the huge differenc-
es: “In France one revolution followed another,
shaking and agitating the world, whereas in
Germany a bloodless clash of philosophical sys-
tems was taking place: one system was replac-
ing another — Kant was ousting Wolff, Fichte
was ousting Kant and Hegel was ousting Fichte
and this struggle terribly excited the world, the
world of scholars and philosophical students”
(Plekhanov, 1928, p. 327).

Similarly, I am not aware of Lenin ever turn-
ing to Marx’s quotation about Kant’s philoso-
phy as “the theory of the French Revolution”.
The Bolsheviks, insofar as they reflected on
revolution in the framework of various his-
torical-philosophical interpretations, arrived
at conclusions that were radically different
from Marx’s in assessing Kant’s philosophy.
Vladimir M. Shulyatikov in his book Justifica-
tion of Capitalism in West European Philosophy
(From Descartes to E. Mach) declared Kant to be
a representative and proponent of manufacto-
ry philosophy because manufacture flourished
in economically backward Germany during
Kant’s time. Herein lies the source of Kant’s
philosophical schema: “[...] the whole Critique
of Pure Reason is but a teaching about how, with
the aid of diverse organisational instances ar-
ranged in a sequential, hierarchical order, the
subject turns the chaos of the external world

5 For more on this see Krouglov (2018).



TeJIBHO MaJlo cfiejlaHo. VI MOMeHT pelTeITbHOTO
IITypMa elrle He HacTynu1. Ho, Bo BcakoM citydae,
oH mpubmoKaercs. V1 oT Hac, MapKCUCTOB, 3aBU-
cuT ero HacryrwleHue» (Tam xe, c. 148—149). O6-
pallleHMe 3TO O3HaudaeT B TOM umcile pasoliiade-
HVe MeJIKOOyp>KyasHom dwiocodpum Bpoae KaH-
TOBCKOVI KaK Takom dpwiocodnm, KoTopasi Bblpa-
KaeT M 3allIMIIaeT MHTePeCkl Yy KIIbIX KIIaccoB®.
Taxum oGpasom, mormom nmrata Mapkca mmpo
«HEeMeITKYI0 Teopuio (PpaHITy3CKOV PeBOJIIOLIVIT»
cTasIa y>ke I1ociie modepl pesosttorim B Poccum n
B KauecTBe KaHOHWMYECKOVI OKOHYATeIbHO yTBep-
IVIIach JIVIIE TI0CTIe OKoH4YaHMs Beskon Oreye-
CTBEHHOVI BOVIHBIL. DTO SIBHBIM 00pa30M JI0Ka3bIBa-
eT VICTOPWS, IIPUKJIIOUMBIIIAsACS BO BpeMs BOVIHBI C
TpeTbM TOMOM «VIcTopun dprtocodr».

4. KaHT 1 ¢ppaHILy3CcKas peBOIIONMS
B TpeThbeM ToMe
«Mctopum pntocodpmm» (1943)

Ecim obpatuthbcsi K BIMSATENIBHOMY yued-
HUKY [IMaJIeKTUYecKoro Marepuajin3Ma Hada-
na 1930-x rr. nox, pemakiuert M. b. MuTtnna, mMo-
XXeT CJIOKMUTbCS BIledaT/leHVe, 4TO yXKe Torja Ka-
HOHMYecKas OIlleHKa Borpoca o Kanre 1 dpan-
IIy3CKOVI PeBOJIIOLIMY BIIOJIHe CJIOXKMIIack. Tak,
110 OTHOIIEHMIO KO BCell HeMellKovl dpviocodmm
ot Kanra mo I'.B. @. Iereniss B pasperne «/Ictopu-
yecKye KOPHM MapKCU3Ma», CJIe[yIOIeM 3a pas-
nesioM «I'pyt MICTOYHMKA I TPY COCTABHBIX YaCTU
MapKcusMa», yTBepxaaercs: «Kilaccuueckas He-
MellKas dritocodusi IIpopeiBaeT 0L, BIVISIHUEM
Bemnmuxont dpanitysckont pesosonnm Metadpmsu-
yecKmy Tynuk OypskyasHov Teopum. Ho oHa mpo-
peIBaeT MeTapm3MKy Ha udeasucmuyueckoil OCHO-
Be, OTOXIECTBJISISI Pa3BUTHE OBITVS C PasBUTIEM

8 Cp. Ilnexaros o Llymnarukose: «Y Hero BBIXOOUT Tak,
uTo Korga KaHT miicart o HymeHax 1 dpeHOMeHaX, TO OH He
TOJIBKO VIM€JI B BUIY pa3/IN4Hble OOIIeCTBEHHbIe KIIacChl,
HO TakXe — IIO BBbIPaXXEHWMIO CTapyXV-UYMHOBHMWIIBI
I'. Ycrerckoro — “HOpoBwWI B KapMaH~ OJTHOTO M3 3TMX
KJIacCOB, MMeHHO Oypxxyasum» ([Liexaros, 1957a, c. 325).
ITrrexaHoB ccputaeTcs Ha nepcoHaxa I'. V. YcreHckoro B
ero nnpowmsseneHnn «Pasopenne» (1869).
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into something whole and streamlined. The
picture of the complex organisation of man-
ufactory workshops is reproduced in detail”
(Shulyatikov, 1908, pp. 75-76). Three years after
the beginning of the First Russian Revolution
Shulyatikov said: “The area of philosophy is a
veritable Bastille of bourgeois ideology. To date
comparatively little has been done to storm it.
The moment for a decisive storm has not yet
come. But it is certainly approaching. Its arriv-
al depends on us Marxists” (ibid., pp. 148-149).
In a certain way this statement exposes petty
bourgeois philosophy such as Kant’s as a phi-
losophy that expresses and defends the inter-
ests of alien classes.

So, Marx’s quotation about “the German the-
ory of the French Revolution” did not become
a dogma until after the victory of the Russian
Revolution and finally became canonised only
after the end of World War II. This is amply
borne out by the affair with the third volume of
The History of Philosophy during the war.

4. Kant and the French Revolution
in the Third Volume
of The History of Philosophy (1943)

If we turn to the influential early 1930s text-
book, Dialectical and Historical Materialism,
edited by Mark B. Mitin we may get the im-
pression that the canonical view of the issue of
Kant and the French Revolution was firmly es-
tablished by the 1930s. Thus, with regard to the
whole of German philosophy from Kant to He-
gel the section “Historical Roots of Marxism”
following the section on “The Three Sources
and Three Component Parts of Marxism”

16 Cf. Plekhanov (1976b, p. 305) on Shulyatikov:
“According to him, when Kant wrote about noumena
and phenomena, he not only had in mind various social
classes, but also, to use the expression of the old wife
of one of Uspensky’s bureaucrats, he ‘aimed at the
pocket” of one of these classes, namely, the bourgeoisie.”
Plekhanov was referring to a character from Gleb 1.
Uspensky’s book of essays and stories Ruination (1869).
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MBIITUIeHNS» (yayIeKTaecKmit 1 ICTOPVYeCKMT
MatepmainsM, 1934, c. 17). B cBoro odeperp, B pas-
nerte «dyammsm KaHTa 11 coBpeMeHHOe KaHTVaH-
CTBO» Oe3 yKasaHMs Ha3BaHMsl PabOTEI TOBOPUTCSL:
«Mapkc HeapoM HasbiBajl driocodpuio KanTa
“HeMe1IKoV Teopuen (PPaHITy3CKOV PEeBOJTION.
OHa omHOM pyKoOVI cBepraeT Oora, Opyrov CHO-
Ba BO3BOIWT €ro Ha TPOH; OHA IIBITAeTCS OTTOJI-
KHYTBCS OT MJIeasIi3Ma, HO OTIIAThIBAeTCs B yKa-
Ce OT CTOSIIIIETO IIepe] Hevl MaTepuaI3Ma 1 BHOBb
Horpy>kaeTcs B Iy4YMHY MAeaINCTIYeCKIIX CIIeKY-
s (Tam ke, . 63). OmHaKO HavaBIIASICS BOVI-
Ha CYILIeCTBeHHO VM3MeHWIa CUTYalVIO.

B 1943 r. Miucturyt dwiocopum AH CCCP
BBIIYCTWMJI TpeTuit ToM «Vctopum dpuiocodmm»,
O671pIIIast 4acTh KOTOPOro ObUIa IOCBAINEHa Kak
pa3 Hemellkon Ki1accudeckon dvutocodpmnt’. Tom
cofiepkajl KpaTkoe ITpefiyBeroMyieHe «OT petak-
nymn»: «HacTodm ToM BBIXOOUT B CypoBble JHU
Benuxort OTeuecTBeHHOVI BOVIHBI IIPOTUB alliu-
CTCKMX 3aXBaT4YMKOB. 3aTOIMBIIVE MUP B Mope
KPOBU 1 cJjle3 ¢alliCcTCKyie BapBapbl OCKBEPHSIIOT
BCe JIyulllVie MjleaIbl U JIOCTVIKEeHWSI eBPOIIeVICKOV
KyJIBTYpbL I'ps3HBIM caIlloroM pacTonTaylii OHM
ObUIble KYJIBTYpHBle Tpaguuuu lepmanum» (Ot
penakiimmy, 1943). IltaBy o KaHTe B aTOM M3maHmm
Harmca1 B. @. AcMyc, KOTOPBITI HECKOJIIBKMM Me-
csllaMy paHee yke omy0svkoBast oporrropy «®Da-
ImMcTcKasg dabcudmKalysa KiIacCudecKoy He-
MeIIKon putocodpu». DTo HeOOJIbIIIoe COoUlHe-
HVie BO MHOT'OM BOCITPOV3BO T Te3MChl AcMyca 13
ero bostee paHHer ctaTbn «Pustocodckast KyJIbTy-
pa nop cartoroM dparmsmar» (Acmyc, 1936). Acmyc
IpoaosDKmII B Opornrope Takke 1 fesio I K. bam-
MeJid, orryormkoBasiero B 1936 r. crarsio «O da-
mysanum ucropum dwiocodpun B lepmanvm». B
pabore bamMmessi mpuCyTCTBYIOT MHOIOYMCIIEH-
Hble OUTaThl 13 MapKca v DHreJibca, OfHaKO MHTe-
pecyromas Hac 1uTara n3 «Puocodckoro MaHM-
drecTa MCTOpIMUECKON HIKOJIBI ITpaBa» JaHa JINIIb
Kak Iapadpas: «[IporeTapmar MOXeT TOPHUTH-
csl TeM, YTO, HeCMOTpPsI Ha MeNIaHCKYIO OrpaHu-

? Cwm. 06 aToMm nonipobree: (Kpyrtos, 2020).
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makes this claim: “Classical German philoso-
phy, under the influence of the Great French
Revolution, breaks the methodological dead-
lock of bourgeois theory. But it does so on the
idealistic basis, identifying the development of
being with the development of thought” (Mi-
tin, 1934, p. 17). The section “Kant’s Dualism
and Modern Kantianism” claims, without cit-
ing chapter and verse: “It was no accident
that Marx called Kant’s philosophy ‘the Ger-
man theory of the French Revolution’. With
one hand it overthrows God and with the oth-
er again enthrones him, it tries to distance it-
self from idealism, but shrinks in horror in the
face of materialism to plunge again in the mire
of idealistic speculations” (ibid., p. 63). How-
ever, the start of the war brought a significant
change to the situation.

In 1943 the USSR Academy of Sciences” In-
stitute of Philosophy published the third vol-
ume of The History of Philosophy, most of which
was devoted to Classical German philoso-
phy."” The volume contained a short prefato-
ry note “From the Editors”: “This volume is
coming out in the grim days of the Great Patri-
otic War against the Fascist invaders. The Fas-
cist barbarians, who have flooded the world
in a sea of blood and tears, are desecrating the
best ideals and achievements of European cul-
ture. They have trampled down with their dirty
jackboot the former cultural traditions of Ger-
many” (Aleksandrov, et al., 1943). The chapter
on Kant in this book was written by Valentin
F. Asmus, who had several months earlier pub-
lished a pamphlet Fascist Falsifiction of Classical
German Philosophy. This short work is in many
ways a recap of his theses in an earlier article
“Philosophical Culture under the Fascist Jack-
boot” (Asmus, 1936). In the pamphlet Asmus
also picks up the topic of Grigory K. Bammel
who had published an article “On Fascisation
of the History of Philosophy in Germany” in

17" For more on this see Krouglov (2020).



YeHHOCTH U TYIOCTb IPYCCKOV MOHApXWV, HaJlo-
JKMBIIVX CUJIBHYIO ITedaTh Ha dwiocodpuro Kan-
Ta, Ouxre n lerers, B ix dprtocodckmx crcreMax
O6bUT cpopMyITMPOBaHbI UIIeN, IIPOrpeccUBHbBIE
IIJIsL CBOETO BpeMeHV, OTpakaBIIIMie Ha HemelyKoul
noufe vimeornorno Bermkon dppaHITy3cKom peBo-
JTIOITNV, €BPOIIETICKMX Oyp>Kya3HBIX PeBOJIFOLIVIL»
(bammers, 1936, c. 242). B cBoro ouepens, AcMyc B
Oporrope 1942 r. 1B IOTYEPKHYIL: « DTOT UCTO-
prueckum KaHT, amosioreT v mpornaraHanucT pac-
CyZKa, HeMelIKmi TeopeTuk I IpocserieHis 11 Oyp-
JKyasHOVI (bpaHqu»CKor?[ peBostroLM, He HyXXeH
coBppeMeHHOMY dammsmy» (Acmyc, 1942, c. 17).

B rmaBe o Kanre B «VcTopum drtocodpmm»
KpUTHMKa CBefleHa [10 MMHMMYMa, HaCKOJIBKO 3TO
BOOOIIle BO3MOXXHO, XOTSI M IIPUCYTCTByeT KakK B
cobcTBeHHO I71aBe 0 KaHTe, Tak 1 B I71aBe 0 [erete:

Jlygmme ympl I'epmMaHmy HepBOVI IIOJIOBU-
HBl XIX B. He CMOITIM YCTOATH IIPOTWUB HAalVO-
HaJIbHOW HeMeIIKOV CTUXUM — QUIncTepCcTBa.
JIBOVICTBEHHOCTh ¥ TIOJIOBMHYATOCTH KaHTa,
dwmcrepckme depTel ['éTe, KMWIMBBIN HAIIVIO-
HaymsM Duixre, Mpakobecue nosaHero Hlermn-
ra, npexjoHeHue I'eresia meper, peakIIOHHBIM
IIPYCCKMM FOCyJapCTBOM — BCe 9TO ABJICHVS Of1-
HOTO NOPSIKa: JaHb ITOJIUTVYECKOV OTCTaJIOCTH
F'epmanym B ee Groprepckont KocHocTH ([Bpixos-
ckmm?], 1943, c. 301).

Acmyc momuepkmBaeT, uTo ppaHITy3cKas pe-
BOJIIOIINSL CTasla OIHVIM M3 TpeX COOBITMII, Hapy-
IITVBIIIVIX PACIIOPSIIIOK TVIXOVI KM3HY KEHUTCOepr-
ckoro dwmtocoda: «B coberrmsix dpaHirysckont pe-
Bormory KaHT Bujies MOMBITKY MCTOPUMYECKOro
OCYIIIeCTBJIEHNs HOBBIX WJIeasIoB IIpaBa W I'paXk-
JTAHCKOTO TIopsiyTka. KaHT He cKphIBaJI cBOero co-
4yBCTBEHHOI'O OTHOIIIeHMs K IlepesopoTy 1789 T,
a B COYVMHEHWN, TIOCBSAIIEHHOM ITpo0sieMaM IIpa-
Ba, PelIMTEeIbHO OTBeprayl peofasibHble HaciIem-
crBeHHBIe TpuBIITernm» ([Acmyc], 1943, c. 60). On-
HAKO OOCYy>XIIeHIe BOIIPOCOB PEBOJIIOLIVI BEJIOCh
Kanrom B «kpartHe aOcTpakTHOM (priytocodckon
dopme» (TaMm ke), UTO MO3BOIMIIO eMy M30€XaThb
IIpecsIefIOBaHMI CO CTOPOHBI IIPYCCKOTO KOPOJISL.
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1936. Bammel’s work is replete with quotations
from Marx and Engels, but the quotation from
“The Philosophical Manifesto of the Historical
School of Law” is only paraphrased: “The pro-
letariat can be proud that, in spite of the phil-
istine narrow-mindedness and stupidity of the
Prussian monarchy which left a strong imprint
on the philosophy of Kant, Fichte and Hegel,
their philosophical systems formulated the ide-
as that were progressive for their time reflect-
ing on German soil the ideology of the Great
French Revolution, the European bourgeois
revolutions” (Bammel, 1936, p. 242). In turn,
Asmus (1942, p. 17) in his pamphlet merely
stressed: “Modern Fascism does not need this
historical Kant, apologist and propagandist of
reason, the German theorist of Enlightenment
and the bourgeois French Revolution.”

The Kant chapter in The History of Philosophy
keeps critique down to a minimum although
it is present in the chapter on Kant and in the
chapter on Hegel:

The best brains of Germany in the first half
of the nineteenth century could not resist the
national German feature of philistinism. The
duality and ambivalence of Kant, philistine
traits in Goethe, the arrogant nationalism of
Fichte, obscurantism of the later Schelling,
Hegel’s worship of the reactionary Prussian
state — all these are phenomena of the same
order: a tribute to the political backwardness of
Germany and its philistine narrow-mindedness
([Bykhovsky?], 1943, p. 301).

Asmus stresses that the French Revolution
was one of the three events that upset the tran-
quil tempo of Kant's life: “Kant saw the events
of the French Revolution as a historic attempt
to implement the new ideals of law and civil
order. Kant did not hide his sympathy for the
1789 coup and in a work on the problems of
law resolutely rejected the feudal inheritance
privileges” ([Asmus], 1943, p. 60). However,
Kant’s discussion of revolutionary issues had
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Kak m B mipepIay X MapKCUCTCKIIX paboTax,
y AcMmyca, HecMOTPsl Ha MHOT'OUVICJIeHHbIe CHOCKI
Ha KJIaCCUKOB, IIpsiMasi OTChUIKa K paboTe Mapkca
B cjIy4ae oOcyXaeHs: ppaHITy3CKOV PeBOIIOLII
CTpaHHBIM 00pa3oOM OTCYTCTBYeT:

KaHT BBICTyIIaeT KakK «HEMEIKUII TeOPeTMK
dpaHITy3CcKOV peBOTIOINI». DTa XapaKTepUCT-
Ka dwrocopum Kanra, mprnamiexaras Mapk-
Cy ¥ DHIeJIbCy, OUeHb TOYHO OIpesiesisieT CBOeo-
6pa3v1e ncropudeckom ponmu Kanra. Eciu vimen
dpaHITy3cKOT peBOIOUMM IVt codepiKkaniie
npakTmdeckont pmtococdpun Kanra, To mcropu-
yecKas OTCTAJIOCTh HEMEITKOTO 00IIecTBeHHO-TI0-
JIUTUYECKOTO PasBUTW, OTpakeHHas B pa3Bu-
TUM HEeMeIKOVI WeoJIoruy, oOycsIoBmIa cBoe-
obOpasHyo ¢pusocogpckyro popmy, B KOTOPYIO 3TO
comep>xaHme oTIock. OcHOBaHHBIN BO PpaH-
LIV Ha JeVICTBUTEITbHBIX KJIAaCCOBBIX MHTepecax,
dpaniry3ckmit bepaansM IPUHSII B CO3HAHUN
HeMeIIKMX p1I0codOB, BEIpaKaBIIMX MHTEPECk
HEMEIIKOTO OIoprepcTBa, VJUIIO30PHBIV, MVCTU-
durmposanss g, ([Acmyc], 1943, c. 99).

Haxkomner, AcMyc crierimaJibHO OTMeTWJI, YTO
KaHT «HaumcTo oTKasaa NoggaHHBIM B IIpaBe Co-
niporuseHys. [lonoxeHne 3T0, oTpuliaBIiee IIpa-
BOMEPHOCTB PEBOJIIOLIVIOHHOV OOPHOBI, 000CHOBBI-
Basiock y KanTa codpmzmamum, pnmictepcTBo KOTO-
PBIX CIIOCOOHO IIpMBecTM B M3yMileHMe» (Tam xe,
c. 123). Takmm oOpaszom, B «VcTtopum dprtocodprn»,
IIOXKaJTyV1, BIIEpBbIe B pPabOTaX OTeYeCTBEHHBIX
MapKCVCTOB IIPUCYTCTBYET He HAYeTHUYECTBO, a
TIOITBITKA pa300paThcsi B TOM YWCIIe VI B COOCTBEH-
HBIX KAHTOBCKVIX BBICKA3bIBAHMSIX O PPaHITy3CKOM
pesormoumit’’, He KmBast Ha Mapkca 1 DHresibca.

10 B ommmune o pwIocodcKmx paboT, B MCTOPUIECKMX
VICCII[TOBAHVISIX TOTO BpeMeHV MbI MOXKEM BCTPETUTh ITYCTh
VI CKAaTBIVI, HO JOCTaTOYHO ITOJIHBIVI 0030p BBICKAa3bIBAHW
KanTa o ¢dpaHITy3cKOVI peBOIIOINN, a TaKKe ITOIBITKI
PEKOHCTPYKIIMM KaHTOBCKOI'O OTHOIIIEHVISI K PeBOJIIOLIVV,
Y TIpW 3TOM WCTOPUKM TOUYHO YKas3bIBAalOT VICTOYHVIK
mmuratel u3 Mapkca (cm.: Momkosekasg, 1941). B
dwtocodckmnx xe padorax JOMMHMPOBAI VHOW CTWIIb.
Tak, [1ebopnr B crope c JI. V1. Akcenspor (OpTopoxc)
o MaTepuam3Me CIIMHO3BI 00paTMIICs K OIMITOHEHTY CO
cremytomyM IpusbiBoM: «[lycTe Akcenbpos HpuBemer
XOTs ObI OITHY IIUTATy W3 courHeHMV Mapkca, DHrebca,
ITnexanosa, Jlemmua, Koropble mHOATBEpOWIN OB
IIPaBWIBHOCTD ee TOUKM 3peHms» ([deGopun, 1927, c. 20).
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“an extremely abstract philosophical form”
(ibid.), which was one of the reasons why the
Prussian king did not persecute him.

As in his previous Marxist works, Asmus,
in discussing the French Revolution, in spite of
numerous references to the classics, strangely
avoids direct reference to Marx’s work:

Kantis presented as “a German theorist of the
French Revolution.” This description of Kant’s
philosophy by Marx and Engels pinpoints the
peculiar historical role of Kant. While the ideas
of the French Revolution provided the content
of Kant’s practical philosophy, the historical
backwardness of the German social-political
development reflected in the development of
the German ideology provided the philosophical
form in which this content was cast. Based in
France on real class interests, French liberalism
assumed an illusory, mystified character in the
consciousness of German philosophers who ex-
pressed the interests of the German bourgeoisie
([Asmus], 1943, p. 99).

Finally, Asmus stresses that Kant “flat-
ly denied the subjects the right to resist. Kant
bolstered this proposition which denied the le-
gitimacy of revolutionary struggle with soph-
isms whose philistinism is mind-boggling”
(ibid., p. 123). Thus, in The History of Philosophy
we find, perhaps for the first time in the works
of Soviet Marxists, not tired clichés, but an at-
tempt to sort out Kant’s pronouncements about
the French Revolution’ without invoking the
authority of Marx and Engels.

8 As distinct from philosophical works, historical
studies of the time do contain an admittedly brief, but
sufficiently comprehensive, review of Kant’s remarks
about the French Revolution and attempt to reconstruct
Kant's attitude to the revolution, with the historians
precisely indicating the source of Marx quotation (cf.
Moshkovskaya, 1941). A different style prevailed in
philosophical works. Thus, Deborin (1927, p. 20), in a
dispute with Liubov I. Akselrod (Orthodox) on Spinoza’s
materialism, challenged his opponent in this way: “Let
Akselrod cite at least one quotation from Marx, Engels,
Plekhanov or Lenin that would corroborate her point of
view.”



IlepBoHadaibHO 3a BCe TPM TOMa JIAHHOTO W3-
maHMs ObUla mpucykaeHa CrajyHCKas IIpeMus.
Ho B 1944 1. xypHai1 «bosbleBrk» omry0sImKoBail
niocrarosileHvie LIK BKII(6) «O HemoctaTkax m
ombKax B OCBeIIeHMM MCTOPUM HeMelKon du-
sococpmmt koH1ta XVIII 1 Hauasa XIX BB.», cTaBllee
VITOrOM JIOJITOTO pasOmparesibcTBa. [j1s1 aBTOpOB
J1es10 00OIIIIOCH Oe3 perrpeccil, XOTs 3aJHVIM 9VIC-
oM Kommrer no CrajyiMHCKMM OpeMUsIM W JIV-
LIVJI TPETUVi TOM IIPUCYXXIEHHOV paHee Harpa-
L. OO vTor rocratosiieHus 1944 r. miacwr:

...B rnaBax III Toma «Vcropun dprtocodpmrr»,
rocesiiieHHbIX drutocodpmm Kanra, Orixre u [e-
rejis, JaeTcsl OMIMOOYHOe M3JI0KeHVe VCTOPUN
HeMenKom dprtocodpmm, mpeyBeMdmnBalollee ee
3Ha4eHMe, cMas3bIBarolliee MPOTHUBOPeYre MeX/Ty
cucrteMon n MetopgoM dtocodpvm I'eresis, BHO-
cslliee ITyTaHMILy B TOJIOBBI uMTaTesiert. B Tome
He IIOIBEPTHYTHI KPUTVIKE peaKIVIOHHbIe COLI-
aJIbHO-TIOJIUTIYEeCKMe B3IJIA bl HeMelKMX puio-
codos konwa XVIII n mauaa XIX Beka (O Henmo-
cTaTKax m ommbkax..., 1944, c. 19)™.

5. «ApmcToKpaTHdecKasi peaKImsa
Ha Bestnkyro ®@paH1y3cKyro
PpeBOJIIOLINIO...»

PasbuparesibcTBO IO TpeTbeMy TOMY ObIIo
CITPOBOIIMPOBAHO MMCHMOM 3aBeyloliero Kade-
APpOVI IMaJIeKTUYeCKOro 1 MCTOPMYEeCKOro Mare-
puanmsma dutocodckoro daxysibrera MocKos-
ckoro yausepcureta 3. f1. berrenikoro V1. B. Cranm-
Hy. B miceme Oblin cdopMysmipoBaHbl MHOIOYIC-
JIeHHbIe KPUTMYEeCKNe BbIIIaJIbl B a/fpec TpeThero
ToMa «Vctopum dputocodpum». bererrkmit 3ame-
TWI: «VI3 TpeTpbero Toma MbI y3HaeM, 4To puio-
codusi HeMeIKOro KJIacC4eckoro mpeansMa He
MMeJla HMKAaKOro OTHOIIIeHMS K HeMeLIKOU JIev-
CTBUTEJIBHOCTI. DTa dpvsiocodis, 0 MHEHUIO pe-
makiuy, Oblyla obledesiopedeckovt ustocodu-
enn — ¢putocodust, KoTopasl yTBepxiasia B oblile-

1" TeKCT IOCTAHOBJIEHMS ITOATOTOBIWI, KaK HU CTPaHHO,
I'.®. AstekcaHApPOB, OOVMH M3 OCHOBHBIX aBTOPOB y4eO-
HuKa (cM.: Astekcanpos, 20030).
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Initially, all three volumes of this publica-
tion were awarded the Stalin Prize. But in 1944
the journal Bolshevik published a resolution of
the Central Committee of the All-Union Com-
munist Party of Bolsheviks (CC AUCP(B)) “On
the Shortcomings and Errors in Presenting
the History of German Philosophy in the Late
Eighteenth and Early Nineteenth Centuries”,
which was the outcome of a long discussion.
The affair did not lead to the authors” being
victimised, although the Stalin Prize Commit-
tee retroactively stripped the Third Volume of
the prize. The conclusion of the 1944 resolution
read:

[...] the chapters of the third volume of The
History of Philosophy devoted to the philosophy
of Kant, Fichte and Hegel offer an erroneous
rendering of the history of German philosophy
which exaggerates its significance, blurs the
contradiction between system and method
in Hegel’s philosophy, which introduces
confusion in the heads of readers. The
volume fails to criticise the reactionary socio-
political views of the German philosophers
of the late eighteenth and early nineteenth
centuries (Central Committee of the All-Union
Communist Party of Bolsheviks, 1944, p. 19)."

5. “Aristocratic Reaction
to the Great French Revolution...”

The post mortem on the third volume was
provoked by a letter to Stalin by Zinovy Ya. Be-
letsky, the incumbent of the Chair of Dialectical
and Historical Materialism of Moscow Universi-
ty’s Philosophical Faculty. The letter formulated
numerous critical attacks on the third volume of
The History of Philosophy. Beletsky (2003, p. 56)
wrote: “From the third volume we learn that
the philosophy of German classical idealism
had nothing to do with German reality. This

¥ Oddly enough, the text of the resolution was
written by G. F. Aleksandrov (2003b), one of the main
contributors to the textbook.
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CTBe WJeV PeBOIIONNM, CBOOOHBI ¥ IIporpecca»
(bernertkmmi, 2003, c. 56). He mporienr oH 11 MyMo
3HaMeHWTON uTaThl n3 Mapkca: «Ecim yxxe Kant
u I'erestb ObUIM “HeMeIIKMIMU TeopeTUKaMu ppaH-
IIy3CKOM peBosttonnmn’, mo 6 udetHom pasbumuu
Tecenss nonamus u mouxa 3penus, cosoanHvle peBo-
Atoyuonnsim nepebopomom XVIII cmosemus, oxa-
3a4UCb KUBomMBOPHLIM 1eMeHmoM e20 MupoBo33pe-
Hus» (Tam xe, c. 57).

OTHollleHVe HeMeIIKOM KJlaccudecKovt uio-
cocdpum K ppaHITy3CKOV PeBOJTIOLNY BOOOIIIe cTa-
JI0 OOHVIM W3 KJIIOUeBBIX ITyHKTOB ImchMa. Co-
racHo benenxomy, Mapkc v DHresbe mvicas:

«dma Hemenxon dunocopum XVII Beka
TpeboBaHMs IIepBON (PPaHITy3CKOVI PeBOJIIOINN
VIMEIIV CMBICII JIVIIb KaK TpeOoBaHMS “IIpaKkTu-
4Yeckoro pasymMa” BooOIle, a BOJIEV3bSBIICHVS
PEBOJIIOLIVIOHHON  Oyp>Kyasuy IIpeICTaBIIsUIVCh
VIM 3aKOHaMV YVCTOV BOJIV, KaKOV OHa JTIOJDKHa
OBITh, VICTMIHHO 4eJIoBeYecKoVl Bojiell. Bece merto
HeMeIIKMX JINTePaTOpPOB COCTOSUIO B TOM, YTO-
OBI corlacoBaTh CO CBOeV cTaport prIocodcKo
COBEeCTbIO HOBBle (PpaHIly3CKue uaen win, Bep-
Hee, mom, umobsl ycboums cebe ppanyysckue uoeu,
ocmabBasce Ha cBoelt cmapoil gusocockon mouxe
3penus» (T. 5, c. 506)'2. CremoBaTeTbHO, KJTACCUIKM
MapKcm3Ma He CUMUTAIIN, YTO VeV (PpaHITy3CcKO
PEeBOJIIOLIN BBI3BaJIV K XKVM3HV HEMELKYIO Kjlac-
cudeckyto dpwtocoduro. Haobopot, oHm co Beent
CWIOVI TIOJTYePKMBaIV Ty MBICIIb, UTO PpaHILy3-
ckast pwiocodmst Obuta ntepepaboraHa B I'epma-
HUM B MHTepecax HeMeIIKOV IeVICTBUTEIIBHOCTIL.
Onnt mmcanmm, uto dwiocodpns Karnra nemmkom
OTpakKasla IIPYCCKYIO IOHKEPCKYIO [IeVICTBUTEIb-
HocTh. BoTr mx cnosa: «Cocrognne I'epmannmt B
KOHIle IMPOIUIOrO BeKa IIeJIVKOM OTpakaeTcs
B KaHTOBCKOM “KpuTuke mpakTudieckoro pas-
yma”» (1. 4, c. 174)". Dra olleHKa KaHTOBCKOV
dwtocodpnm, maBaemasi MapkcoMm 1 DHTeIbCoM,
HaXOIMTCS, KaK MOXXHO BUJIETh, B IIPSIMOVI IIPO-
TUBOIIOJIOXKHOCTH C OLIeHKOV, IaHHOW 3ToM Pu-
nocodmm Pemakiment Tperbero Toma (berrernkmmz,
2003, c. 58).

12 Benenxnr nutupyet «MaHmdecT KOMMYHUCTIYIECKOTT
maptm» Mapkca v DHresbca.

B Ilurata m3 «Hemenkon wnpeosormm» Mapkca u
DHTesbCa.
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philosophy, in the opinion of the editors, was
a universal human philosophy, a philosophy
which promoted the ideas of revolution, liber-
ty and progress in society.” He did not bypass
the famous Marx quotation: “If already Kant
and Hegel were ‘German theorists of the French
Revolution’, in the development of Hegel the con-
cepts and viewpoint created by the revolutionary
turn of the eighteenth century proved to be a life-giv-
ing element of his world view” (ibid., p. 57).

One of the key points of the letter was the
attitude of Classical German philosophy to the
French Revolution in general. According to Be-
letsky, Marx and Engels wrote:

“For the German eighteenth century phi-
losophy the demands of the first French rev-
olution had meaning only as the demands of
‘practical reason” in general and they saw the
volition of the revolutionary bourgeoisie as the
laws of pure will as it should be, truly human
will. The whole business of the German writers
was to harmonise with their old philosophical
conscience the new French ideas or, rather, to
assimilate the French ideas while adhering to their
old philosophical point of view” (vol. 5, p. 506).°
Consequently, the classic authors of Marxism
did not believe that the ideas of the French
Revolution had given rise to Classical German
philosophy. On the contrary, they argued vehe-
mently that French philosophy was reworked
in Germany in the interests of German reality.
They wrote that Kant’s philosophy entirely re-
flected Prussian Junker reality. Here are their
words: “The state of Germany at the end of the
last century is wholly reflected in Kant’s Cri-
tique of Practical Reason” (vol. 4, p. 174).* This
assessment of Kant’s philosophy, as will read-
ily be seen, is the direct opposite of the assess-
ment given by the editors of the third volume
(Beletsky, 2003, p. 58).

The situation with Hegel and the revolution
was similar, Beletsky argues: “Elsewhere Marx

20 Beletsky is quoting Manifesto of the Communist Party of
Marx and Engels.

2 Quotation from The German Ideology by Marx and
Engels.



CxomabIM 00pasoMm obctosio, o beserkomy,
nesto u c lerestem 1 pepostroniyert: «B gpyrom mecre
Mapkc mmcas, uro leresib CBOIO MHOJIUTUYECKYIO
MyOpOCTh 3alIMCTBOBaJI He W3 umiem paHIlys-
CKOVI peBOJIIOLINY, a U3 CpeIHMX BeKoB: “Bepimn-
HOVI TereJIeBCKOro ToXlecTBa, — Ivcaia Mapke, —
ObUINM, KaK OH caM roBopuJl, cperHue Beka (T. 1,
c. 592)» (bererikmii, 2003, c. 59); «[eresnb momo6HO
KanTy 1 ®uxre He ObIII HY CTOPOHHVMKOM WIEV
Besmxont dpaHITy3cKov peBOITIO Y, HI MIIe0JI0-
roM peposrorny Boobre» (Tam ke, c. 61—62). Pas-
HBIM 00pa3oM 3TO CITpaBeJIBO, coryiacHoO bererr-
KOMY, M J1JIs1 HEMEITKOT'O KJIaCCMYeCcKOro Miieans-
Ma B mestoM: «Kitaccmkm MapKcm3Ma HUKOrAa He
yTBepXKaaau, 4To dpuiocodusi HeMeIIKoro Kiac-
CUYeCcKOro ujleaInsMa BeIpociia 13 ujent Bermkon
dpanIysckot pesomrony, Peqakiys Xe TpeThb-
ero ToMa yTBepXJaeT, 4To 3Ta dwiocodpusd Ile-
JIMKOM BBIpOC/Ia M3 MIIeVl (PPaHITy3CKOV PeBOJIIo-
> (Tam xe, c. 59—60). ITonemnsupys ¢ Tesncom
Acmyca o dpopMe 1 coiepKaHUM KaHTOBCKOM pu-
nocodum, berernkmii crierMaabHO MOTYEPKHYIL:
«Vmean3M HeMelIKMX KJIaCCUKOB OblJI, CJlefloBa-
TeJIbHO, He (pOpMOTI [171s1 BBIpaskeHsl PeBOIIOIN-
OHHBIX VeV, 4 U 10 popMe U 10 CO0ePIKAHUID OH
Abassca udeosoeuetl KoHcepbamubHo HACTPOeHHOU
Hemeyxotl 0ypxyasuu» (Tam xe, c. 65).

B 3aounyro snmcronsgphyio moremMuky c be-
nenkuM Berymwi [T M. AjlekcaHpoB, Hamvicas-
mmit cekpetapsim LIK BKII(6): «B csoem mmceme
T. Besteikuit yTBepxmaeT, 4To “KJIacCUMKM MapK-
cU3Ma-JIeHMHM3Ma He CYMTaIV, uTo maen ppaH-
I1y3CKOVI PeBOJIIOLMM BbI3BaIM K XXM3HWM HeMell-
KYI0 Kilaccmdeckyro dutocodpmio”. C 3Ton nosu-
uyn T. bentenikum xpurukyert III 1. “Vcropun du-
socodpum”, B KOTOPOM JOKasbIBaeTcs: BausHue (a
He “BbI3bIBaHIE K XM3HM , KaK 3TO YTBEpPXK/IaeT T.
bernerxnit) ppaHIiTysckor peBosIrom Ha Kjlaccu-
4yecKyIo HeMellKyIo dutocoduio» (AjeKcaHIpoB,
2003a, c. 83). B mceme AjtekcaHapoBa efiBa JIv He
BIIepBble HaKOHEI-TO OOHapyXXuBaeTcs IIpsaMas

4 Imurara m3 «K Kpuruke rereyreBckomt ¢rrocodmm

mpaBa» Mapkca.
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wrote that Hegel borrowed his political wisdom
not from the ideas of the French Revolution, but
from the Middle Ages: “The pinnacle of Hegel’s
identity’, Marx wrote, “‘was the Middle Ages’, as
he himself said (vol. 1, p. 592)*” (Beletsky, 2003,
p. 59); “Hegel, like Kant and Fichte, was nei-
ther a supporter of the ideas of the Great French
Revolution, nor an ideologist of revolution in
general” (ibid., pp. 61-62). This holds equally,
according to Beletsky, for German classical ide-
alism as a whole: “Marxist classic authors never
claimed that the philosophy of German classi-
cal idealism grew out of the ideas of the Great
French Revolution. But the editors of the third
volume maintain that this philosophy grew
entirely out of the ideas of the French Revolu-
tion” (ibid., pp. 59-60). Challenging Asmus’s
thesis about the form and content of Kant's
philosophy, Beletsky stresses: “The idealism of
the German classics was therefore not a form
of expressing revolutionary ideas, but was in
form and in substance an ideology of the conserva-
tive-minded German bourgeoisie” (ibid., p. 65).

The epistolary polemic with Beletsky was
joined by Georgy F. Aleksandrov (2003a, p. 83)
who wrote to the secretaries of the CC AUCP(B):
“In his letter Comrade Beletsky claims that ‘the
classic authors of Marxism-Leninism did not
believe that the ideas of the French Revolution
had brought to life the Classical German
philosophy’. From that position Comrade
Beletsky criticises Volume III of The History
of Philosophy which argues that the French
Revolution influenced (and did not “bring to life’,
as Comrade Beletsky claims) Classical German
philosophy.” Aleksandrov’s letter, probably
for the first time, contains a direct reference to
the Marx quotation about Kant and the French
Revolution: “Marx and Engels recognised the
influence of the French Revolution on Kant,
Fichte and Hegel. Marx wrote: “The philosophy

2 Quotation from Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of Right
by Marx.
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ccplIKa Ha nmTary ns Mapkca o Kanre 1 dpan-
IIy3CKOM peBOIIonmi: «Mapkc u DHrenbC npu-
3HaBaiu BIVISIHVE PPaHITy3CKOVI PeBOJIIOLIMM Ha
Kanra, ®uxre m l'eresns. Mapkce nincar: “@utoco-
duro KanTa MOXXHO MO cIIpaBe[lJIMBOCTU CUMUTATh
HeMeIIKOV Teopwell ppaHIly3CKOVI peBOIoIum”
(. 1, c. 198)» (Tam xe). [TockoIIBKY OGOJIBIIHCTBO
KpUTUYeCKMX 3amMedaHuil beserikoro kacasioch
Bce e [eresisi, To AjleKkcaHIpOB CIIelVaIbHO OCTa-
HOBWICA M Ha 3TOM BoIlpoce: ['eresib oTmMeuas1, 4To
«(ppaHITy3cKIUT HapOl IIpY TIOMOIIV CBOEVI PeBo-
JIoLUM cOpoCKII OTATOIAoNINe ero Oe3Xn3HeH-
Hble cyIbl». OH HasBaJl 3Ty PeBOJIIOIUIO «BeJIN-
KOJIEITHBIM BOCXOIOM COJIHIIa», IIpWM3HaBasl, 4TO
«BCe MBICJIAIIVe CYyIllecTBa IIpa3HOBaJIN 3Ty 3I10-
xy» (Tam xe, c. 83—84)". B kauecTBe HEKOTOPO-
ro IIpeBapuUTesIbHOTO MTOra mojieMuku ¢ berterr-
KVM II0 JaHHOV Ipo0sieMe AJieKCaHJIPOB 3asBWIL:
«37ech HeT Hy XX/Ibl OIIpOBepraTh 3acTapesioe 1 He-
BeXXeCTBeHHOe MHeHVe TOB. beslerikoro o Tom, 4To
Kanrt 1 T'eresib He vicripITasIv BIIVSTHMS PEBOJIIOLIV-
OHHBIX MJIeVl. DTOT BOIIPOC JIaBHO pellleH B MapK-
cucTckom snTeparype» (Tam xe, c. 91).

B cBomx mocianmsax bereniknit mpsiMo, a Ajiek-
caH/IpoB KocBeHHO oOparanuck K CraymmHy. bein
JIVL OH BOOOIIIe KOMITETEHTEH B 3TOM CIIOpe ¥ KaK
VIMEHHO OH ITOHVIMaJI «PeIleHHbIVI» B MApKCUCT-
CKOVI JIUTepaType BOIPOC O BIIVSHWUM PeBOJIIOLV-
oHHBIX men Ha KanTa m Terens? 3a McK/IroueHM-
eM ctarent B «[ Ipasre» 1938 1. «O nuarnekTmaeckom
Y ICTOPIYeCKOM MaTepuassMe»'® KaHT mpakTu-
YecK! He YIIOMIMHaeTcs B Ile4aTHBIX COUVMHEeHMSIX
Cranuna. Vimeetcsi cBupertesibcTBO B. A. Pasywm-
HOro, KOTOpOe CerofHs BpsI, JIV1 MOXKHO IIeperpo-
Beputh. CornacHo eMy, okosio 1952 r. Crajma Ha
KBapTVpe ceKpeTapsl ITapTUVHOV OpraHM3aIlun
N®d AH CCCP [. V1. YecHokoBa, y3HaB O ITPOXO-
IsIeM cobeceoBaHMM Teper], KaHIMIATCKIM K-
3amMeHOM 110 «KpuTuKe CIToOCOOHOCTM CY>KAEHIS»,
IIPOVI3HEC:

5 ArekcaHnpos nmMeet B By «PDrtocodpuro mcropumim»
Teress.
16 Cwm. b6oree nosmree msnanme (Cramme, 1945, c. 13).
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of Kant may fairly be considered to be the
German theory of the French Revolution” (vol. 1,
p- 198)” (Aleksandrov, 2003a, p. 83). Because
the majority of Beletsky’s critical remarks were
about Hegel, Aleksandrov dwells on this issue:
Hegel noted that “the French people, through its
revolution, overthrew the burdensome lifeless
forces”. He called this revolution “a magnificent
sunrise” recognising that “all thinking creatures
were celebrating this epoch” (ibid., pp. 83-84).>
As an interim summary of the polemic with
Beletsky on this problem, Aleksandrov declared:
“There is no need to refute the old and ignorant
opinion of Comrade Beletsky to the effect that
Kant and Hegel did not experience the influence
of revolutionary ideas. The issue has long been
settled in Marxist literature” (ibid., p. 91).

In their letters Beletsky (directly) and Alek-
sandrov (indirectly) addressed Stalin. But was
Stalin competent in this argument and what
was his view on the issue of the influence of rev-
olutionary ideas on Kant and Hegel which had
been “solved” in Marxist literature? With the ex-
ception of an article “Dialectical and Historical
Materialism” in “Pravda” in 1938 (cf. Stalin, 1975,
p- 14), Kant is not mentioned in Stalin’s published
works. There exists an account of Vladimir A. Ra-
zymny which it is hardly possible to verify today.
It says that some time in 1952 Stalin, at a gath-
ering in the apartment of Dmitry I. Chesnokov,
secretary of the party organisation of the USSR
Academy of Sciences’ Institute of Philosophy,
when told about an interview preceding a Can-
didate’s exam on the Critique of Judgement, said:

“...Yes, Kant! Everybody says Hegel, He-
gel! I for one was an avid reader of Kant when I
was at the seminary. What do you think of ana-
lytical judgements?” Thinking that the question
was addressed to me I mumbled something
incoherent although I had studied Kant just as
diligently as differential calculus. Disregarding
my babble, Stalin continued to pace the room

% Aleksandrov refers to Hegel's Philosophy of History.



«/[a, Kant! Bce BoT roBopaT — I'eresns, I'eress!
A g BoT B cemuHapum 3aunTbiBasicss Kanrom. Kak
TBI CMOTPUIIL Ha aHAJIUTUYECKVe CYXXIeHMsI?».
ITomymaB, uTO BoIIpoc oOpaliieH KO MHE, 5l 9TO-TO
BITOJIHE Hecypas3Hoe IIPOMBIYaJl, XOTd IITyAUpO-
Bl KaHTa Tak ke ymnopno, Kak auddepeHiy-
aspHOe mcumciieHne. He oOpariasg BHMMaHMs Ha
Momt dpmtocodpckmin sterter, V. B. Craymu nipo-
JoJDKaJI XOIIUTh, M3jlaras CJIOKHeWIIIe yMOIIO-
crpoennst KaHTa, ero KOHIEIINIO HOYMEHOB U
deHOMeHOB. Bapyr, pesko ocTaHOBMBIIVCH, OH
IIOCMOTpeJI Ha MeHsl (Y Hero ObUT yAVBUTEIIbHbIN
B3IJISAZ, — IIPOH3WUTEJIBHBIN, HO C XUTPUHKOM!)
VI CITPOCIIT: «A KaK TBI CMOTpUIITb Ha “KpuTuky
IpakTdeckoro pasyma”’»? KisiHych — s BOOO-
Ile TIOYTYU MUCUe3 B Kpecile, iyMas 1mpo cebs: «He
unTajl. 3Hal0 — TOJIBKO HasBaHMe...» OueBuj-
HO, OTBeTa OT MeHs 1 He Tpebosaock. [TomHIO
JINIITE, KaK, CJIOBHO 0000111as1 pustocodpckme pas-
nymest, VI.B. CranmH peTtaybHO M3jiaraj pwio-
coduro Kanra (MHe moKa3asock Torjja — MUHYT
TPUILIaTh), a 3aTeM IIPOroBOPWII, CJIOBHO BCITy-
IIMBasiCh B BOJIHOBaBIIVE ero MbeICIN: «[la, Kak
3TO BEpHO — pasyM, BoJjsl, sMouun...» (Pasym-
HbI11, 2008, c. 219)Y.

VImeeM v MBI 1€J10 C HEKMM arloOKpudOM M
Xe C TIOZJIVTHHOV VICTOPWEVL, CYAUTD CJIOXKHO.

Co c110B AJleKcaHApoOBa [OIUIO ¥ IIPSIMOe BbI-
ckasbiBaHme CraymmHa 1o MoTmBaMm perreHns LIK
BKTI(6) «O HemocTaTKax v OIInOKax B OCBEIIEH
vcTopun HeMelkon dwiocodpum kona XVIIIL n
Hauvasta XIX BB.» O TOM, KaK CJIe/lyeT B €ro cBeTe
u3JiaraTh rerejieBCcKyio duiocodmro: «Dustoco-
dus lerenrss — 3TO apucTOKpaTHUecKasl peakiiys
Ha Beymikyro @paHITly3cKyIo peBOJIIOLNIO 1 PpaH-
Iy3CKUI MaTepuayimsM» (UUT. 1o: Ovisepmas,
2005, c. 102). HecmoTps Ha TO, uTO 3Ta orieHKa Cta-
JIMHBIM HUT/Ie He ObUIa o11y0JIMKoBaHa, OHa Oblia
IIIPOKO M3BeCTHA B (PMIIOCOCKMX Kpyrax ¥ BOC-
IIpVHMMaIach KaK PyKOBOfsdlIllee yKasaHme. Pe-
3yJIbTaTOM BpeMeHHo 1obenibl besterikoro B crio-
e CTaJio TO, 9TO OH B ITOCTIEITHIE TOIbI BOIHBI 1I0-
OvIcst VICKJTIOUeHMs M3 CHVICKA JIUTepaTypel, pe-
KOMEeHJIOBaHHOW /JI CTYy[eHTOB (PprIocodpcKoro
dakynwsrera MI'Y, craten Jlennna «Tpu ncrounm-
Ka VI TPV COCTaBHBIX YacTy Mapkcu3ma» (Tam xe).

7 Cm. Takke 00 omposepxeHMN arHocTiysMa Kanra y
Craymna: (Lerros, 1940, c. 17).
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expounding Kant’s complicated reasoning, his
concept of noumena and phenomena. Then he
stopped abruptly, and fixed me with his gaze
(his gaze was extraordinary, piercing but also
with a sly twinkle in his eye). “And what do you
think of the Critique of Practical Reason?’ 1 swear
I wished I could disappear in my chair, think-
ing to myself: ‘I haven’t read it. I only know the
title...” Apparently, no answer from me was ex-
pected. I just remember that, as if summing up
his philosophical musings, Stalin was setting
forth Kant’s philosophy (I thought at the time
that he spoke for about thirty minutes) and
then said, as if articulating the thoughts that
agitated him, “Yes, how true — reason, will,
emotions...”” (Razumny, 2008, p. 219).*

It is hard to say whether the story is apocry-
phal or true.

Aleksandrov reports Stalin’s direct remarks
concerning the CC AUCP(B) resolution “On the
Shortcomings and Errors in Presenting the His-
tory of German Philosophy in the Late Eight-
eenth and early Nineteenth Centuries” on how
Hegel’s philosophy should be treated in the
light of the resolution: “Hegel’s philosophy is
an aristocratic reaction to the Great French Rev-
olution and French materialism” (cited in Oiz-
erman, 2005, p. 102). Although it was never
published, Stalin’s opinion was widely known
in the philosophical circles and was seen as a
directive to be followed. As a result of Belet-
sky’s temporary victory in the argument, in the
last war years he succeeded in getting Lenin’s
article “Three Sources and Three Component
Parts of Marxism” dropped from the list of rec-
ommended literature for Moscow University
students of philosophy (ibid.).

6. Post-War Discussions
The controversy did not end in 1944 and

continued for several years after the end of
World War II. The topic of Kant’s attitude to

# On Stalin’s refutation of Kant’s agnosticism see also
Shcheglov (1940, p. 17).
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6. IlocieBoeHHBIE TVUCKYCCUN

Cnop He sakonuwics B 1944 r., ipogorpkasch
erre HeCKOJIBKO JIeT ¥ HOCjIe OKOHYaHMs Bermkon
OreuecTBeHHOV BOMHEL Tema oTHomreHus KaHTa
K ppaHITy3CKOVI PEBOJIIOIMY BHOBb BO3HMKJIA TPV
obcyxmeHny KHUrM AjtekcaHnaposa «VcTopms 3a-
ajiHOeBporierickon  dpvutocodpum» (1946), cocro-
gaiiemMcs B 1947 1. v cipoBOLIMPOBaHHOM HOBBIM
mvceMoM besterikoro x Cranmny. B camon xHwure
AJtexcaHIpoBa XOThb M IIUTUPOBAJIVICH C CHMIIa-
THeVl HeKOTopble oOpasHble dpasel ertne o Kan-
Te (Asekcanapos, 1946, c. 371—372), HO BOIpOC O
pusiHUM Ha KaHTa dpaHITy3cKOi peBOIIonmm
IpakTuyecky He 3arparusasics. [To mbicim aBTo-
pa, eciiv Bo @panumm mocsie 1789 r. umen ceodo-
IIBI, paBeHCTBa 1 OpaTcTBa CITY>KMIIV 1IeJIsIM CO3/1a-
HVIsI HOBOT'O OOITIeCTBEHHOTI'0 IOps/IKa, OoJlee TIpo-
IPeCcCBHOrO 10 CpaBHEHMIO C (peoaIbHBIM, TO B
«orcrasion I'epmanun konna XIX B. — crpane Ha-
CKBO3b IIPOrHMBIIEro peoasiniMa, CTpaHe C KOH-
TPPEeBOIIOLIVIOHHBIM XapaKTepOM TOCIOICTBYIO-
VX KJIaCCOB — WJIe 3TV HallUIM KpaviHe ypoj-
JIVIBOe BBIpakeHMe ¥ peaKlMIOHHOe MCTOJIKOBaHMe
B COLIMJIBHO-TIOJIMTYECKIIX VI STUYEeCKIX BO33pe-
Husix KanTa, @nxre n leremns» (Tam xe, c. 378). Co-
BepIIIeHHO 00OIIIe]I CBOVIM BHVIMaHWEM 3Ty TeMy
VI TJIABHBIVI JOKJIQOAUMK — BEOYIIUW WOeOJIor
A. A. Xpnanos (JKgaHos, 1952).

Beserkmri, He TIPUCYTCTBOBABIINII Ha 3acefla-
HWUY, OIyOJIVKOBaJI CBOIO pedb B IIepBOM HOMepe
TOJIBKO CO3[JaHHOTO XypHasa «Bormpocer durio-
codpum» (1947). 3peck OH B KpUTHMKe KaHTOBCKOV
dutocodpumt maeT eltle Iaibllle, HEXeJI B CBO-
mx mcbMax Cranmay: «Pabora Kanra “Kpurnka
YMCTOro pasyma’, KakK M3BeCTHO, OblyIa HallvicaHa
niepert, Bermikont dppanitysckont pesormonment. Of-
Hako 3Ta paboTa OT Hayasla ¥ 70 KOHIIA Harlpas-
JleHa KaK ITPOTUB PpaHIly3CKOro MaTepuasimnsMa,
TaK ¥ IIPOTUB MeVl PpaHITy3CKOVI PEBOJIIOIINNL. ..»
(benertkmi, 1947, c. 320). Bosee Toro, «kaHTOBCKas
veacTdecKas priocoduis sBUIach TeOpeTy-
4JecKMM OITpoBepKeHMeM uaen peporonyy. OHa

the French Revolution cropped up again dur-
ing the discussion of Aleksandrov’s book,
A History of West European Philosophy (1946),
which took place in 1947 and was provoked by
Beletsky’s new letter to Stalin. Aleksandrov’s
new book hardly touched upon the influence
of the French Revolution on Kant although it
quoted with sympathy some of Heine’s imag-
es of Kant (Aleksandrov, 1946, pp. 371-372).
The author argues that while in France after
1789 the ideas of liberty, equality and fraternity
contributed to the creation of a new social or-
der, more progressive compared to the feudal
order; in “backward Germany of the late eigh-
teenth century — a country of rotten feudal-
ism, a country of counter-revolutionary ruling
classes — these ideas were expressed in an ex-
tremely distorted way and were interpreted in
a reactionary manner in the socio-political and
ethical views of Kant, Fichte and Hegel” (ibid.,
p- 378). The keynote speaker, the leading ide-
ologist Andrey A. Zhdanov (1952), sidestepped
the issue altogether.

Beletsky, who did not attend the meet-
ing, published his speech in the first issue of
the newly-founded journal “Voprosy filosofii”
(“Questions of Philosophy”) (1947). In it he car-
ries his critique of Kant’s philosophy still fur-
ther than in his letters to Stalin: “Kant’s work,
the Critique of Pure Reason, was written be-
fore the Great French Revolution. However,
the work is directed, from beginning to end,
against French materialism and against the
ideas of the French Revolution [...]” (Beletsky,
1947, p. 320). Moreover, “Kant’s idealistic phi-
losophy was a theocratic refutation of the idea
of revolution. It precluded the revolutionary
transformation of society. This was the under-
lying mission of Kant’s philosophy. This was
its ideology. A priorism, the transcendental
method — Kant used all this as an instrument,
a method of his ‘theoretical’ schemes which
justified the invincibility of the Prussian state”
(ibid.). Even though there are some superficial
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3arrpelrraya BO3MOXHOCTb PEBOJTIOIIVIOHHOTO IIpe-
oOpasoBaHmMs obiiectBa. B aToM ObIIIO TITyOOKOE
HasHaueHMe druiocodnn Kanra. B sTom Obita ee
VIEVIHOCTb. AIIPVMOPW3M, TpPaHCIIeH/IeHTaIbHbIN
MeTol — Bce 3T0 cayxwio KaHty mmme cpen-
CTBOM, CIIocoOOM 1j1si ero “reopermyeckmx” IIo-
CTPOEHMV, OITPaBIbIBABIIVIX HEPYIIIVIMOCTD IIPYC-
ckoro rocynapcrsa» (Tam xe). Eciu sxe B pabotax
dpanysckmx dpmocodos 1y Kanra 1 obHapy-
JKMBAOTCS HEKOTOPbIe BHEITHVIE TTapasuIesivi, OHU
HOCAT COBCEM WHOV XapakTep: «DpaHITy3bl BbI-
IOBUHYIIV PEBOJIIOIIVOHHBIE JIO3yHrH, a KaHT mpe-
BpaTwI MX B peakiMoHHbIe» (Tam xe, c. 322). U1
OOIIIVIVL MITOT TTOC/Ie KPATKOT'O pacCMOTPEHVIS [IBY X
niepsbIX «KpuTnk» KaHTa, K KOTOpoMy IIPUXOINUT
besterikmri, Takos:

Pabotsr Kanra «Kpurmka umcroro pasyma»
u «KpuTnka mIpakTideckoro pasyma» — 3TO pa-
O0TEI He abcTpaKTHBIE, HE OTOpPBaHHBIE OT KOH-
KPeTHOVI IeVICTBUTEIIBHOCTI. DTO DOeBble, IOIN-
THU4decKre paboTel, B KoTopbix KaHT TeopeTiue-
CKM 00OCHOBAJI HEOOXOIVMOCTD CYIIeCTBOBAHVIS
IIPyCcaveckoro TrocyapcTBa, HeoOXOIMMOCTh
COXpaHEeHMsl CYIIIeCTBYIOIIEro IOpsIKa BeIler.
B sToM Obu1a mapTumHOCTE pruiocodpmm KaHTa.
®wtocodusa Kanra samminaia HeMeIKyo pe-
aKIIVIO MPOTUB (PPaHITy3CKOVI PEBOJTIOLNY, OHA
3alMIiaia MeaJansM ITpOTUB MaTepuasivsMa,
penuruio npotus Hayku (Tam xe, c. 321).

Opmnaxo B 1947 1. beserikmit co cBOMMM Te3mca-
MM ycIiexa y>ke He VIMeJl.

B Hauasie 50-x IT. HOSBIIAIOTCS HOBBlE PaOOTHI
o Kanre, a B Hagasie 60-x — mepBoe coOpaHme co-
uyHeHV KaHTa Ha pycckoM si3bike. B Opormrope
1955 1. ¢ BHOBB CTaBIIMM KaHOHWMYECKMM Ha3Ba-
HueMm «Hewmerkas kiaccuueckast dpmtocopmss —
OIVH W3 TeOpeTMYecKNX VCTOYHMKOB MapKCH3-
Ma» T. V. OnzepMmaH cHOBa IOAYepKMBaET, 1 CHO-
Ba 0e3 1psiMort muTaThl: «MapKc XapaKTepr3oBail
drtocodro OIHOro M3 IIpefCcTaBUTesIeN HeMell-
KoM KJj1accrueckomt pumstocodpun V1. KaHTa Kak He-
MeIIKYIO TeOpMIO PPaHITy3CKOM PeBOIIOLNI. DTO
ykazaHve Mapkca IIOJIHO IJIyOOdYariIiero CMbic-
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parallels between the works of French philos-
ophers and Kant they have a totally different
character: “The French put forward revolution-
ary slogans while Kant turned them into reac-
tionary ones” (ibid., p. 322). After considering
Kant's first two Critiques Beletsky arrives at the
following conclusion:

Kant’s works, the Critigue of Pure Reason and
the Critique of Practical Reason, are not abstract
works divorced from concrete reality. These
are combative political works in which Kant
provides a theoretical grounding of the existence
of the Prussian state and the need to preserve
the existing state of affairs. This constituted
the partisanship of Kant’s philosophy. Kant’s
philosophy defended the German reaction
against the French Revolution, it defended
idealism against materialism, religion against
science (ibid., p. 321).

However, in 1947 Beletsky’s ideas had no
traction.

The early 1950s saw the publication of new
works about Kant and in the early 1960s the
first collection of Kant’s works was published
in Russian. In the pamphlet under the reinstat-
ed canonical title, Classical German Philosophy is
One of the Theoretical Sources of Marxism, Teodor
I. Oizerman (1955, p. 9) again stresses, with-
out direct quotation, that “Marx characterised
the philosophy of one of the representatives of
Classical German philosophy, I. Kant, as the
German theorist of the French Revolution. This
tenet of Marx carries profound meaning.” The
first volume of Kant’s works (1963) sheds some
light on the strange circumstance of the absence
of a direct reference. In the preface, Oizerman
(1963, pp. 42-43) notes that Marx referred to
Kant’s philosophy as the German theory of the
French Revolution in the article “Philosophi-
cal Manifesto of the Historical School of Law”,
written by a young and non-canonical Marx:
“In 1842 Marx was an idealist; his works of the
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na» (Onsepman, 1955, c. 9). B repom ToMe cobpa-
Hus counHeHm1 KanTa B 1963 1. 3TO cTpaHHOe 00-
CTOSITEJICTBO C OTCYTCTBMEM IIPSAMOVI OTCBUIKM,
IIOXKaJIy V1, BIIepBble IIPUOTKpbIBaeTcs. OvsepMaH
BO BBelleHUM OTMedaeT, uTo pvtocodpus Kanra
ObUIa Ha3BaHa HeMeIIKOV Teopuen ppaHITy3CKOM
pesorrorinm B crarbe «Dytocodckmit Manmdect
VICTOPMYECKOVI IIIKOJIBI TIpaBa», HAIIVICAHHOM ellle
IOHBIM, HeKaHOHM4YecKMM Mapkcom: «B 1842 r.
Mapxkc ObUT elie maeayicToM; B paboTax 3TOro
BpeMeHM JIUIIb HaMedaeTcsd Ilepexo, Mapkca oT
veas3Ma ¥ PeBOJIIOIIMOHHOIO JeMOKpaT3Ma K
MaTepuaIn3My ¥ KoMMyHM3My. OHaKO peBOosIio-
LIMOHHOE, MICTOpUYecKoe Uy The Mosioforo Mapkca
IIOMOITIO €My YBUIETb... MCTOPUYecKN IIporpec-
CUBHBIVI CMBICIT yueHMs KaHTa 1ipu Bcev ero 1po-
TUBOPEUMBOCTY, HEIOC/Ie[I0BaTeIbHOCTY, CKJIOH-
HOCTM K Kommipomuiccy» (Omsepman, 1963, c. 42—
43)8, VI Torpko ¢ aTOro BpemeHm Tesuic o Kanre
KaK O HeMeIIKOM TeopeTVKe (PpaHIly3CKOV peBo-
oy npesparttiaercs B CoperckoM Coro3e Ha He-
CKOJIBKO JIeCSITWIIETUN B YXKe He IO[BepraeMylo
COMHEHWMSIM JIOTMY, TPV 3TOM COOCTBEHHO€e OTHO-
meHve KaHTa K (ppaHITy3CKOV peBOIIOImM 1 00-
CyXIleHVe B ero Tpynaax pmiocodcKmx 1 Iopuam-
YeCcKNX acleKTOB COLVaIbHO-TIOIUTIYECKON pe-
BOJTIOIIMM TaK ¥ IIPOIOJDKAJIV BBI3BIBATh HTEpPEC
JIVIIIB B BUJEe VICKJTIOUeHS.

Crmcok nureparypel

Aunoanob M. A. [lessitoe  tepmupaopa // Anga-
HOoB M. A. Meicsimrens: [esaroe Tepmuaopa. Yepros
MocT. 3arosop. Cearag EjleHa, MasieHbKU1 OCcTpOB. Te-
Tpastorus. M. : 3axapos, 2002. C. 5—196.

Auzexcandpob I @. Vicropust  3allamHOEBPOIIEVICKON
dwnocodpun. M. ; J1. : Vizg-so AH CCCP, 1946.

Auzexcandpob I. @. Ilucwemo I. M. MasileHKOBY u
A.C. lepbaxoBy ot 29 despanst 1944 r. // Kocu-
ueB A. [1. ®ustocodus, spems, monn. BocrmiommHaHMA
¥ pasMBIIUIEHUS AeKaHa PrIocodckoro dakysibTe-
ta MI'Y um. M. B. Jlomorocosa. M. : OJIMA-TTPECC,
2003a. C. 83-91.

8 Cp. TaxKe ¢ pa300pPOM 3TOr0 BEICKA3bIBAHVIS «MOJIOIOTO
Mapxkca» Ge3 TOUHOTrO yKa3aHVsI ICTOYHVKA B JJOBOEHHOT
cratbe (JIymmor, 1930, c. 116 —118).

time have only some signs of Marx’s transition
from idealism and revolutionary democracy to
materialism and communism. However, Marx’s
revolutionary and historical flair helped him to
see [...] the historically progressive meaning of
Kant’s doctrine for all its contradictory and in-
consistent character and the tendency to com-
promise.”? It is only since that time that the
thesis about Kant as the German theorist of the
French Revolution turned, for several decades,
into an unassailable dogma in the Soviet Union,
while Kant’s own attitude to the French Revo-
lution and the discussion of the philosophical
and legal aspects of socio-political revolution
continued to attract only sporadic interest.
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TPAHCHEHEHTAJIbDHASI ®UJIOCODN
KAK HAYUHO-NCCJIEJOBATEJIbCKAJI
ITPOTPAMMA

M. P. JleBun' ??

Tpancyendenmanvhas gpusocogpus e bviaa poxoeHa
kax Agpuna us eo108v. 3ebca — cpasy 3peaoil U NOAHO-
cmuio BoopyxenHotl. Vimenro nosmomy 6 oboux npedu-
croBusx k «Kpumuxe uucmoeo pasyma» (1781 u 1787 ee.)
Kanm 6600um nonsmue mpancyeH0eHmaibHoll pusoco-
¢uu xax «udeu». Vdes 6 ee apxumexmonuueckom noHu-
Manuu pasbubaemca 0AUMeAbHO U 110AbKO 1OCIENEHHO
npunumaem onpedesentyio opmy. Kax nokasvibarom
pabomul camoeo Kanma, a maxoke e2o npedutecmbentuxob
u nocaedoBamene, udes MpancyeHOeHMalLbHotl hua0co-
uu npemepnesa pao usmerenuil u KoppexmupoBox no
cpabrenuio ¢ U3HAYAALHbIM NAAHOM. B smom xommex-
crme MOsL yeAb — He Mpocimo K3eeemuka u Uchopuse-
ckoe uccaedoBanue MpaHcyeHOeHMAAbHOU Guiocodu,
a 632450 Ha Hee 6 CUCeMAMUYHOU Memo00A02U4ecKom
nepcnexmube. 5 paccmampubaio Konyenm mpancyeroeH-
MAaAbHOU (huA0COUL C MOUKU 3peHUs NPOPAMMAILYe-
ckoil memagpusocogpuu. B nepBoit uacmu npedcmabaena
npoepammamuka Kax onpedeteHHbulil nodpazdes Mema-
¢usocogpuu. Ilokazano, umo apxumexkmoHuueckas me-
modosoeuss Kanma u memodosoeus Jlakamoca moeym
0bims ucnoav3oBansl 045 NOHUMAaHUs BosHuKHOBEHS,
pasbumus u pacnaoa gpusocogpckux cucmem. Bo 6mopoii
uacmu npoexm MpancyeHOeHmaibHoll puiocopuu u ezo
nosmantoe pasBumue paccMompeHvl ¢ MoOUKU 3peHus
apxumexmonuxuy. B mpemveil uacmu npodemoxcmpupo-
Baro, umo memodosoeus Jlaxamoca moxem obecneuuns
demaivHoe NOHUMAHUE 2AEMEHIN0B NPOPaMMbL MPaHCc-
yeHOeHmabHot pusocodpuul, 0ams B03MOXHOCHID Uerm-
Ko pasobpamovcs 6 ee soeuke u BviABums ee cocmabHole
uacmu, Komopwie Mo2ym Obimb YAyHuiens u paséumol.
Hecmomps na pasnviil ypoBers demassHocmu u nucnie-
MOA0UHECKUX 1pednocwiaoK, Memodosoeuu Kanma u
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TRANSCENDENTAL PHILOSOPHY
AS A SCIENTIFIC RESEARCH
PROGRAMME

M. Lewin'?3

Transcendental philosophy was not born like
Athena out of Zeus’s head, mature and in full armour
from the very beginning. That is why in both prefaces
to the Critique of Pure Reason (1781 and 1787) Kant
introduces the concept of transcendental philosophy
as an “idea.” The idea understood architectonically
develops slowly and only gradually acquires a definite
form. As witnessed by the works of Kant himself and
of his predecessors and followers, the idea of transcen-
dental philosophy has undergone a series of changes
and adjustments compared to the initial plan. In this
context, my goal is not simply exegesis and histor-
ical investigation of transcendental philosophy, but
also to look at it from a systematic and methodological
perspective. I examine the concept of transcendental
philosophy from the viewpoint of programmatic meta-
philosophy. The first part discusses programmatics as
a distinct subsection of metaphilosophy. I arque that
Kant’s architectonic methodology and the methodolo-
gy of Lakatos can be used to understand the inception,
development and degradation of philosophical sys-
tems. In the second part I look at the project of tran-
scendental philosophy and the stages of its develop-
ment from the standpoint of architectonics. The third
part shows that Lakatos’s methodology can provide a
detailed insight into the elements of transcendental
philosophy, a clear idea of its logic and identify the
component parts that can be improved and developed.
In spite of the different levels of detailing and epis-
temological prerequisites, the methodologies of Kant
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M. P. JleBun

Jlaxamoca moeym Ovims cobmeujerst 8 yeaax memagpu.ao-
cogpcku ungopmupoBanroeo u npoepeccubroeo noHUMA-
HUsA ghusocogpckux npoeximos.

KaroueBuie caoBa: mparncyendenmarvhas ¢ghuaoco-
¢us, Kanm, npoepammamuxa, apxumekmonuxa, mema-
¢usocogpus, udeu pasyma, Jlaxkamoc, HayuHo-ccaedoBa-
meAbckue npoepammbl, HAYUHAs Meopus

BBeneumne

Lestb MOero mccriefioBaHMs — PacCMOTPEeTh KOH-
LIeNT TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHOM duytocodmm ¢ AByX
pasHbIX MO3MIINMI: BO BHYTPEHHEV II€PCIIEKTVIBE,
CO CTOPOHBI CaMOVI TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOV (PVIIOCO-
dum — BepHee, ee oIpeIeTIeHHOV BepPCUM, a IMeH-
Ho Bepcum KaHTa, KOTOpasi 1laeT Myelo U orpesie-
JIeHVe TOTO, YTO OHa caMa COOOVI IPeCTaBIIseT, U
BO BHEIIIHeVI TIepCIIeKTIBe, TO eCTh C TOUKM 3peHMs
dmitocoda, KOTOPBINL He SIBIIeTCs ITpeJicTaBuTesIeM
sToro dpvtocodpckoro HarpassteHust, — V. Jlakaro-
ca ¥ ero Teopuy Hay4YHO-VCCIIeZIOBaTeIbCKIX IIPO-
rpamM. Kak mbr yBuamnM, KanT passuBaer orpe-
JIeJIeHHYIO MeTOZOJIOI VIO, B KOTOPOVI OH OITMCHIBa-
€T, KaK CO3AIOTCS VI OPraHM3yIOTCS HayKu VI Ha-
y4HBbIe IIPOEKThI, BKJIoUas ero coocrseHHBIN. To
ecTb 13 caMOVI TpaHCLIeHIeHTaIbHO priocodmm
CIleflyeT MeTOHOJIOrVsl, OIpeerisiomas ee op-
My. TpancrieneHTaIbHAsA prIocodmst, TaKM 00-
pasoM, depe3 CBOIO MeTOHOJIOTMIO IIOHMMaeT ceOs
caMy ¥ TI0 aHaJIOTVW MePeHOCUT 3TO IIOHMMaHe,
5TV 3HaHW, OTHOCAIIVECS K ee MeTOHOJIOrvY, Ha
Apyrue cucTeMbl 1 HayKu. OTTajIKMBasCh M3 3TUX
PasMBIIUIEHNII, MOXKHO IIPUMTU K MBICIVI O HEKO-
TOpOM orpaHndeHHOCTN MeTororioruy Kanra. Ona
ABJIAETCA ITPOAYKTOM PrIocopCKOV CUCTeMBI, KO-
TOpasi OTHOCUTCS K crielyidprrieckoMy CTWIO pu-
710c0CTBOBaHMS, VICTOPUYECKOMY BpeMeHV, 3Ta-
1y passutusa dmiocodun u T.11. Kopoue rosops,
MeTtonosorus Kanra «oTHOCUTesIbHa», TO eCTh OHa
He MOXXeT IIpeTeHI0BaTh Ha TO, YTOOBI MacIIITal-
HO 11 OOBEKTMBHO — He IIPUHMMAas Ybl0-7I100 CTO-
POHY — OINCHIBATh, KaK 00pa3yIoTCs pasiIiHbIe
dmrtocodpckme cricTeMbl 11 Hay4dHble IIpoeKThL. Ho
TO JKe caMoe MOKHO CKa3aTh V1 O JIFOOOV! IpyTOVt Me-
TOJIOJIOT MV, KOTOpasi, IpsJach 3a MacKOV IIO3UTH-
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and Lakatos can be combined to achieve a metaphilo-
sophically informed and progressive understanding of
philosophical projects.

Keywords: transcendental philosophy, Kant,
programmatics, architectonics, metaphilosophy, ide-
as of reason, Lakatos, research programmes, scientific
theory

Introduction

The aim of my research is to examine the
concept of transcendental philosophy from
two different angles: from the internal perspec-
tive, i.e. from the side of transcendental phi-
losophy or, rather, one of its versions, namely
Kant’s, which gives an idea and definition of
what it is; and from the external perspective,
i.e. from the point of view of a philosopher
who does not belong to this philosophical di-
rection, namely, Imre Lakatos and his theo-
ry of scientific research programmes. As we
shall see, Kant has a certain methodology for
describing how science and scientific projects,
including his own, are created and organised.
This methodology emerges from transcenden-
tal philosophy itself to determine its form.
Transcendental philosophy thus understands
itself through its methodology and, by analo-
gy, transfers this understanding, this knowl-
edge pertaining to its methodology, to other
systems and sciences. These reflections may
suggest that Kant’s methodology has certain
limitations. It is a product of the philosoph-
ical system that belongs to a certain style of
philosophising, a certain historical period, a
stage in the development of philosophy etc.
In short, Kant’s methodology is “relative”, i.e.
it cannot claim to be able to describe broadly
and objectively — without taking sides — how
various philosophical systems and scientific
projects arise. But the same can be said about
any other methodology which, hiding behind



BU3Ma VIV peayin3Ma, VJIv Jayke aOCOITIOTHOTO Mzle-
ajI3Ma, MOXeT II0Ka3aThCs peleHreM IIpodsieMbl
OTCYTCTBVSI He3aBUCHIMOCT B VICCJIEIOBAaHV METO-
JIOB V1 VIX VICITOJIb30BaHMsL. Tak ke Kak HayuHasi pu-
socodmst 1 Metoposiorns KanTa, IIpoeKTsl 1mpef-
craBuTestent prstococpumt Hayku — diieka, Maxa,
ITormepa, KyHa, JIakaToca, JIaymana v ip.— cTpo-
STCSL Ha OIpellelIeHHBIX IIPeaochlUIKaX, Ha Ooslee
VIV MeHee CKPBITBIX WJIV OTKPBITBIX (paKTOpax,
KOTOpBIE JIeJIaf0T 3T IIPOEKThI OTHOCUTEIIBHBIMIL.
CoBpemenHasi dvtocodmsi HayKy, Kaszaaoch OB
He OCHOBBIBaeTCs Ha KaKMx-I1bo pyHIaMeHTaIb-
HBIX (PYJI0COPCKIX CHCTeMaX, a 3aHVIMaeTCs HeTlo-
CPeICTBeHHO HayYHBIMV TeOPUIAMM, VX ITPOVICXO-
JKIeHVeM, pasBUTIeM U olrpoBepkeHneM. Ho cam
daKT, 4TO OHa, BO-TIEPBBIX, OTIINYAETCS OT IIpeX-
HUX PasMBbIIUIEHUII O HayKe, BO-BTOPBIX, COCTOUT
13 KOHKYPUPYIOIIMX MeTOHOJIOIMYeCcKX KOHIIeTI-
LIVVI, KOTOpPBle, B-TPeTbIX, OMMCHIBAIOT caMi ceOst
B paMKax 3TVX e KOHILIEIIIVI, TOBOPUT O Pa3HBIX,
He pedyLpyeMbIX APYT K ApyTy daxTopax. Mox-
HO CKasaTb, UYTO KaXklas MeTOHoJIOrMs (HarrpuMep,
Hexapra, Kanra, I'eress, Ilonmepa v Kyna) Ha-
XOIUTCSA B HEKOeM 3aMKHYTOM Kpyre, B KOTOPOM
IIPEeIIOCBUIKY OIPeesIioT MeTOHOJIOT IO, a MeTO-
TIOJIOT Vst — ITPeIITIOChUIKM.

Kak MOXHO BBIVITM 13 3TOrO Kpyra, He Tepss
cBoert coOCTBeHHOV no3uimm? Sl mymaro, 9To 3TO
BO3MOXXHO B popMe Anasiora M Koorepamum Mex-
71y HO3ULIMSAMM, TO eCThb IyTeM B3aVMOJIOIIOJIHe-
HVS ABYX PasHBIX, IIyCTh Jake Ha IIePBBIV B3IJISL,
HeCOBMeCTMMBIX, MeTOHOJIOIMIA. S Xouy IOKa3aThb
3T0 Ha Ipumepe Mmetononorny Kanra u Jlakaro-
ca IIPYMEHUTEIPHO K KOHIIeNTy TpaHCleH/IeH-
TasibHOM prstocodpum. Ilouemy st paccmaTpuBaio
VIMEHHO 3TVX ABYX aBTopoB? OOparienne x Kan-
Ty 00yCJIOBJIEHO TeM, UTO €rO apXUTeKTOHYeCcKas
MeTOHOJIOrMs MOXeT OBITh pacCMOTpeHa B Kaue-
CTBe COBEpIIIEHHO HOBOIO KOHIIEIITyaIbHOI'O IIOI-
xofla K IIOHVMaHMIO IIOCTPOeHNs CCTeM 3HaHMS
VICXOMsl M3 TOYEYHO CIIPOeKTMPOBAHHBIX WE.
ApX1TeKTOHMYeCKe UIeN — 3TO TOYKM KOHIIeH-
TpaLuy 3HaHMs, KOTOpoe ellle IIPeiCTOUT pa3Bep-
HyTb. JlakaToc B paMKax TaHHOTO VICCIIe[IOBaHS
IIpeficTaBjIgeT MHTepeC IIOTOMY, YTO ero MeTOIo-
JIOTVisl Hay YHO-VICCIIe/IOBaTe IbCKMX ITPOrpaMM sIB-
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the mask of positivism or realism, or even ab-
solute idealism, may appear to offer a solution
to the problem of absence of independence in
the study of methods and their use. Just like
Kant’s scientific philosophy and methodolo-
gy, the projects of philosophers of science —
Fleck, Mach, Popper, Kuhn, Lakatos, Laudan
and others — are built on certain prerequisites,
more or less covert or overt factors that make
these projects relative. Modern philosophy of
science seemingly is not based on any funda-
mental philosophical systems, but deals with
immediate scientific theories, their origin, de-
velopment and refutation. But the very fact
that it, first, differs from former reflections on
science, second, consists of competing meth-
odological concepts which, third, describe
themselves in the framework of these same
concepts, points to different factors that can-
not be reduced to one another. It can be said
that every methodology, be it that of Descartes,
Kant, Hegel, Popper or Kuhn, is in a kind of a
closed circle in which prerequisites determine
the methodology and vice versa.

How can one break out of this circle with-
out abandoning one’s own position? I think it
is possible in the form of dialogue and coop-
eration between positions, i.e. mutual comple-
mentation of two different, even at first sight
incompatible, methodologies. I propose to
demonstrate this using the example of Kant
and Lakatos. Why have I chosen these two
authors? I have chosen Kant because his ar-
chitectonic methodology can be seen as a
ground-breaking conceptual approach to the
building of knowledge system proceeding
from precisely designed ideas. Architecton-
ic ideas are points of concentration of knowl-
edge which has yet to be unfolded. Lakatos, in
terms of this study, is interesting because his
methodology of research programmes is one
of the latest science philosophy models which,
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JseT coboVl OHY M3 MOCJIeAHMUX Hay4HO-(umIIo-
codpcKmX MoJIesIelt, C OTHOV CTOPOHBI, Oostee T110-
KYyI0 II0 CpaBHEHMIO C MOJEeJISIMI €ro IIpellle-
CTBEHHUKOB, C Ipyrovi — OoJlee cUCTEMaTUYHYIO
II0 CPaBHEHMIO C TEOPUSIMU €ro KPUTUKOB VUIN
nociiegoBaresievi. Hakorerr, odbe MeTomosiormm —
n KaHra, 1 Jlakaroca — OCHOBBIBAIOTCS Ha IIpe]l-
CTaBJIEHMV O TOM, YTO B 3HAHMSX U PSIaxX TEOPUN
€CTbh OIIpeieTIeHHbIV 2padumayuoHHbLil yeHmp, KO-
TOPBIVL VIMeeT HaCTOJIBKO OOJIBIITYIO CUJIY, UTO Te-
opvIM ¥ 3HaAHWUSI KOHLIEHTPUPYIOTCS, BpalllaloTcs
Y pa3BMBAIOTCA BOKPYT Hero, Kak IIaHeTBl 1 IPy-
r'vie acTpoHOMMYecKre 00beKThl BOKpyTr CosHIla B
IUTaHeTapHBIX CUICTEMaX.

Mertoy, KOTOPBIV I WCIIOJIB3YIO B 3TOV CTa-
The, — KOHIIENITyaJIbHBIVI aHaJIN3 U C1HTe3. S pac-
KJIaZpIBAa0 HAa YacTV M OOBEOVMHSIO ITOHSTUS W3
TpaHCLIeHAeHTaIbHO  (prytocodpmm 1 Pputoco-
dum naykmn Jlakatoca. DTO HEOOXOIMMO, UTOOBI
[IOKa3aTh, KakK, COBMeIasi 00e MeTOIOIOI VI, MOX-
HO TIOJTyYNTh OOJIee UeTKoe IMOHVIMaHVie MeXaHW3-
MOB OCYIIeCTBJIeHUsI Hay4HBIX VICCJIe[IOBaHUN B
dopme mpoekTOB M MporpaMMm. B mepBont dacTu
CTaThbM 51 O0pallly BHUMaHVe Ha MeTadpmIocodpuio
KaK OVICLUIIIVHY, B paMKax KOTOPOV 3aTeM OyayT
paccMoTpensl Metomoriornu Kanrta m Jlakaroca.
Harmr mpenmer miccrieioBaHMsT MIMMaHEHTHO-DUI-
J10cOCKUTA, TO €CTh MBI OyJ1eM 3aHMMaThCs PuIIo-
codprert 1 IPUIMEHSTHh 00e MeTOOJIOTMYL K TPaHC-
LIeHIeHTaIbHOV pvytocodmyt, a He K KaKom-ITndo
eCTeCTBeHHO-Hay4HOI Teopun. Bo BpeMs oOcyx-
IleHMsl MBI Oy/ieM Bce BpeMsi HaXOOWUTBLCS B paM-
KaxX IIporpaMMaTiydecKoil MeTadpmsiocodpmmt Kak
AVCHUTUIVHAPHOTO MOIpasiesieHns MeTadpmIoco-
. Bo Bropom gacTu s 1oKaxky, KaK MOXKHO ITO-
HSThb TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHYI0 PrIocoOPUIO MCXOMIs
m3 Teopuy KaHTa 00 apXMTEKTOHIYECKIX MIesX.
B Tpetbert acTu Teopusl Hay4HO-VICCIIEIOBATE b
CKMX IIPOrpaMM CTaHeT MCXOIHBIM ITYHKTOM IS
MIOHVMMAaHMS TpaHCIIeHeHTaIbHON driocodum,
IIPEJICTaBIISIsl ee B MeTOMIOJIOrMYecKy Ooslee V-
poxoM Buje. B 3axirrodeHnn s IofBery UTOTM 1
MIPOIEMOHCTPUPYIO, KaK 00e MeTOIOIOr MY MOTYT
JOIOIHUTD APYT ApYyra ¥ IIOMOYb IJIy0XKe TIOHATh
IIPOEKT TPaHCIIeHAeHTaIbHON (PVIIOCOPUIL
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on the one hand, is more flexible compared to
its forerunners and, on the other hand, is more
systematic compared to the theories of its crit-
ics or followers. Finally, both methodologies
(Kant’s and Lakatos’s) are based on the notion
that our knowledge and sets of theories have a
certain gravitational centre which is so powerful
that theories and knowledge concentrate, re-
volve and develop around it like planets and
other astronomical objects revolve around the
Sun in planetary systems.

The method I use in this article is conceptual
analysis and synthesis. I break down into parts
and then combine concepts from transcenden-
tal philosophy and Lakatos’s philosophy of sci-
ence. This is necessary in order to show how,
by combining the two methodologies, a deep-
er insight can be achieved into how scientif-
ic research is done in the form of projects and
programmes. In the first part of the article, I
will focus on metaphilosophy as the discipline
within which I will consider the methodolo-
gies of Kant and Lakatos. The object of my re-
search is immanently philosophical, i.e. I will
discuss philosophy and apply both methodol-
ogies to transcendental philosophy and not to
any particular natural science theory. Through-
out the discussion I will stay within the frame-
work of programmatic metaphilosophy as a
disciplinary department of metaphilosophy. In
the second part, I will show how transcenden-
tal philosophy can be understood, proceeding
from Kant's theory of architectonic ideas. In the
third, part the theory of research programmes
will be the starting point for interpreting tran-
scendental philosophy, presenting it in a meth-
odologically broader way. In the conclusion I
will sum up the results and demonstrate how
the two methodologies can complement each
other to gain a deeper insight into the project of
transcendental philosophy.



1. Metadmitocodpms
KakK IIporpaMMariudecKasi MeTOd0/I0I Vs
dniocodpnn

Tepmun  «veradpwiocodpus»  mosBIICS B
1960-e rT. Tlombcko-amepuKaHckuit dpstocod Mo-
pic JTasepoBid mcriop3oBasl €ero B Ha3BaHMM cOOp-
HyKa «VlccrenmoBanms B oOacTi MeTadmiioco-
dvm» (cm.: Lazerowitz, 1964), KOTOpBII COCTOSIT
3 ero IIeCTV cTarer, BKIodas «MeTomsl dpmstoco-
dum» 1 «CKpbITast CTPyKTypa PprytocodpcKmx Teo-
puii». B iepsom BeIITycke XXypHasia «MeTadwmioco-
dus» (em.: Lazerowitz, 1970, p. 91), koTopsint m3na-
ercd ¢ 1970 . mo cux nop 1o 5 HOMepoB B IO, OH
MOAYEepPKHYJI, YTO MMEHHO OH BBeJI 3TOT TepMWH
B Hay4HBII 00vxor’. IlosiBirleHme 3TOrO TepMIHa,
a Takke KypHasla ¥ HEeCKOJIBKVMX KHWT, MIMEFOIIIVX
ero B HasBaHWMW, CO3JaIV VJUIIO3MIO BO3HVKHOBe-
HVIsI HEKOVI HOBOV AVCILIVIIUIMHBI BHY TPU q)vmoco-
iy — Ha MOV B3IJISA, TTPOIyKTUBHYIO MJUTIO3MIO.
XOTs1 HEKOTOpBIe aBTOphl — TaKye KaK HeMeIIKU
dwtocod Puxapn Pammr (Raatzsch, 2014) m Opu-
TaHckm prstocod Trmvorn Yiwtbsamcon (William-
son, 2008), omHa 13 KHAT 0 rytocodmrt KOTOPOro,
MeXy IIpOoYMM, HeTlaBHO oOCy>kaslack B pOCCUVI-
CKOM >XypHaJle «DnmcreMosiorns v duiocodmis
HayKm» (cM.: Bacwibes, 2019), — npeanounTaroT ro-
BOpUTE 0 dpmstococpurm prtocodpmm. OHM UCIIONB-
3YIOT TaKOW SI3bIKOBOVI ODOpPOT ITIOTOMY, YTO W3-3a
MIPUCTaBKM «MeTa» 1071, MeTadriocodmert MOXKHO
IIOHATH KaKOVI-TO HeXXeJIaTeJIbHBIVI BTOPOV YpPO-
BeHb Hajl drwtocodment. Ha camoM rieste mpricTaBKy
«MeTa» MOYKHO VICTOJIKOBaTh IIPOCTO KaK ITperosu-
LIVIIO «O», TO €CTh TePMUH «MeTadriocodsi» orpe-
TiensieT, 4To 00beKT prytocodpmm — cama sxxe prio-
cocpusa. ITostomy Tepmun «metadpmsiocodpus» ya-
CTO TIPEIIIOYNTAIOT TaKye IIeHTpaIbHble PUTypBhl
3TOVI AVICIIATIIIMHEL, KaK, HallpyMep, HeMeIIKO-aMe-
pukaHckuin pustocod Hukorac Perrep, orry6mim-
KOBaBIIIM HECKOJIbKO KHUI II0 MeTadwtocodpum
(Rescher, 2006; 2014), vn pycckuit dwiocod Teo-
nop OmsepmaH (Onsepman, 2014). Ecyiv ciieoBaTh
MBIC/I McTopuKa dprtocodpum Jlyna Tennbazerepa

* BeposiTHO, BIepBble 3TOT TepMWH OBUI VCIOITB30BaH
Kapsiom JTeonapom Pevtrarossaom (Reinhold, 1803, S. 208).
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1. Metaphilosophy
as the Programmatic Methodology
of Philosophy

The term “metaphilosophy” was coined
in the 1960s. The Polish-American philoso-
pher Morris Lazerowitz used it in the title of
the anthology Studies in Metaphilosophy (Laze-
rowitz, 1964), which comprised six of his arti-
cles, including “Methods of Philosophy” and
“The Hidden Structure of Philosophical The-
ories”. In the first issue of the journal Metaphi-
losophy (Lazerowitz, 1970, p. 91), published
since 1970 (five issues annually), he claimed to
be the first to introduce the term into scientif-
ic practice.* The emergence of this term, as well
as the journal and several books that used the
term in their titles, created an illusion — a pro-
ductive illusion in my opinion — of the emer-
gence of a new discipline within philosophy.
True, some authors — e.g. the German philoso-
pher Richard Raatzsch (2014) and the British
philosopher Timothy Williamson (2008), one
of whose books, incidentally, was recently dis-
cussed in the Russian journal Epistemology and
Philosophy of Science (Vasilyev, 2019) — prefer
the term “philosophy of philosophy.” They use
this turn of phrase because the prefix “meta-
“ may suggest an undesirable second level
above philosophy. In fact, the prefix “meta-*
can be understood simply as meaning “about”,
i.e. the term “metaphilosophy” indicates that
the object of philosophy is philosophy itself.
Therefore, the term metaphilosophy is often
preferred, for example, by such central figures
of this discipline as the German-American phi-
losopher Nicholas Rescher (2006; 2014) who has
published several books on metaphilosophy,
or the Russian philosopher Teodor Oizerman
(2014). If we follow the thinking of the historian

* The term was probably first used by Karl Leonard
Reinhold (1803, p. 208).
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(Geldsetzer, 1989), B 3TOM HeT HITYETO HEOOBITHOTO.
B dwtocodpum HaOImrOmaeTces pszl crienyasIi3ariuiL:
ecyIn ee IIpefIMeT IIPUPOLa, MbI TOBOPUM O prIo-
codpumt IpUpPOBI, eciIn IpaBo, TO 0 dustocodpnmn
npasa. MetadpmiocodoM MOXHO B TaKOM CiIydae
Ha3BaTh TOTO, KTO CIlelMaJI/3/pyeTcsl Ha Pa3MBIII-
JeHusiXx o dustocodun, ee IeyIsAX, HasHaueHWUM,
dopmax, MeTomax, IPUMEHVMOCTH, V3YUeHUN CO-
LIVQJIBHBIX U IICVIXOJIOTMUeCKMX (PaKTOPOB, BIIVISIO-
VX Ha TO, KaK MbI prstocodpecTByeM, 1 T. 1. Torma
MeTadprsI0coPII0 MOKHO OIIpeeINTh BCIer, 3a aB-
TOpaMU IIepBOro BBeIeHVs B MeTapryIocomio Kak
«viccriefioBaHVie TPUPOIbL PrI0cOPCKIX BOIIPOCOB
VI METOJIOB, VCIIOIb30BaHHBIX UTOOBI OTBETUTH Ha
Hux» (Overgaard, Gilbert, Burwood, 2013, p. 4).
Ecyint B3DIsiHYTH Ha mcTOpuio dputocodnnt, To
TAKOrO pofa cHelyaIn3alio HaiTu TpyaHo. Ho
cefuac ee CyIIeCTBOBaHVE CTaJl0 BOSMOXHBIM, U
aBTOPbI MOTYT IIOCBAIIATH TOIOBI 3aHSTUIO KOH-
KPeTHO Y 3KCIUIUIIUTHO MeTadmiIocopcKMM BO-
npocammn. Harmpumep, kparkoe countenve Xarvize-
rrepa «4ro 3710 Takoe — dustocodpmsa?» (1956) v
HeCKOJIBKO MecT y KaHTa, rfie oH roBopuT Hero-
CpencTBeHHO O drTocodmm, HeCPaBHUMEBL C 00Bb-
eMoM pabort Toro xe Perriepa. Koneuno, Bce dnio-
codpbl TaK WIIV MHAaYe 33Ty MbIBaJIVICh HaJl TeM, UYTO
Takoe (prytocodms 1 KaKye MeTOfIbl K Hell OTHO-
CSITCsl, HO JieJlajivi 3TO CKopee VIMITIUIINTHO, MeX-
Ay J1eJ7IoM, B paMKax JIpyTUX VCCIIe[IoBaHWUI U BO-
npocos. Ecyint ciieioBats Te3ucy Ovirena ToviHwic-
ceHa (Theunissen, 2014), To MeTadniocodpckie
BOIIPOCBHI HaJa/IMl BIlepBble MHOsBIATBbCA y Kan-
ta 1 nocie Kanra. Oxomno 1800-x IT. Ipon3o1uIo
KaKoe-TO, KaK 3TO IpeficTaBiigeT [utep XeHpux,
B3pbIBHOe pa3BuTHe dpviocodpckmx Teopun (Hen-
rich, 1991, S. 217—218), HenocpeCcTBEHHO VIV OITO-
CperloBaHHO CBA3aHHBIX C KPUTUYECKOV puIoco-
duert. DTo NOBIIEKIIO 3a cOOOV BOIIPOC, KaK MOX-
HO pallVIOHaJIbHO OCMBICIIUTD BCIO IAJIUTPy du-
JI0cOPCKMX pa3paboToK. MOXHO 11 co3faTh Ka-
KYIO-TO TOIOJIOTVIO M TIOHATH JIOTMIKY PasBUTS
VI CTaHOBJIEHMs pa3HOOOpasHbIX rIocodcKmx
rpoekToB? 1o muHeHwmio TovHwmcceHa, Teresrs ObIT
IIepBBIM, KTO IJTyOOKO M CHCTEMAaTMYHO 3aHsICs
3TUM MeTadprtocodpcknM BoripocoM B «DeHOMe-
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of philosophy, Lutz Geldsetzer (1989, pp. 904-
911), there is nothing unusual about it. There
are several specialisations within philosophy:
if its object is nature we speak about the phi-
losophy of nature, if it is law, we speak about
the philosophy of law. Accordingly, a meta-
philosopher is someone who specialises in re-
flections about philosophy, its goals, mission,
forms, methods, applicability, the study of the
social and psychological factors that influence
the way we philosophise etc. Then, following
the authors of the first introduction to metaphi-
losophy, we can define metaphilosophy as “the
inquiry into the nature of philosophical ques-
tions and the methods to be adopted in answer-
ing them” (Overgaard, Gilbert and Burwood,
2013, p. 4).

If we look at the history of philosophy, such
specialisation is hard to identify. But today its
existence has become possible and authors can
devote years to dealing specifically and ex-
plicitly with metaphilosophical questions. For
example, Heidegger’s short piece “What Is Phi-
losophy?” (1956) and several passages in Kant
where he speaks directly about philosophy are
dwarfed, for instance, by the body of works of
Rescher. Of course, all philosophers have in
one way or another thought about what phi-
losophy is and what methods it uses, but they
did so rather implicitly, in passing, within the
framework of other studies and questions. Ac-
cording to Eugen Theunissen (2014), metaphil-
osophical questions began to be asked by Kant
and by others after him. Dieter Henrich (1991,
pp- 217-218) notes an explosion of philosoph-
ical theories linked directly or indirectly with
critical philosophy that occurred around the
1800s. This threw up the problem of rational-
ly explaining the whole palette of philosophi-
cal studies. Is it possible to devise a topology
and understand the logic of the emergence and
development of various philosophical projects?
In Theunissen’s opinion, Hegel was the first to



HOJIOTM JTyXa». 5] He coryiaceH ¢ HUM B TpeX ITyH-
kTax. Bo-iepBbix, He «DeHOMEHOJIOI NS JTyXa», a,
KaK y>ke TOBOPUT caMO Ha3BaHUe IIpOV3BerneHNs,
«DH1IMKIIoNens PraIocopcKmx HaykK» — TO LeH-
TpaJIbHOe COYNMHEHWe, B KOTopoM lerein cosma-
eT AMajeKTUYecKylo TOMOJIOrMIo (prIocodckmx
IIPOEKTOB. DTO Mpou3BeleHe MOXKHO Ha3BaTh I1a-
paaurMasIbHBIM IIPYMEePOM CUCTEMATIYeCcKOm Me-
Tadpmstocodpun, rae Borpoc «H4ro Takoe duioco-
dus?» TipencrasisieT coOOVI ITIaBHBIVI IMMAaHEHT-
HBIVI IIpeiMeT  (PriIocopCcKoro mcceoBaHmsL.
Bo-BTOopeIX, MeTadmiocodpma Havatace He ¢ Kan-
Ta — IIodyeMy, Hampumep, pasMbinuieHus ITiaTo-
Ha o dmtocodnn Heyb3sl HaszBaTh duiocoduen
dwtocodpun? B-tpernux, ToviHmcceH PpyKOBOI-
CTByeTcsl OrpaHMUYeHHBIM IIOHMMaHMeM MeTadu-
j10codUM KakK TOHOIOrMM (PrjtocopcKmx ITpoeK-
TOB. XOT4 3TOT IIYHKT, Oe3yCJIOBHO, BaXkeH, OH MO-
JKeT OBITh TOJIBKO IO pasziesioM MeTadriocodpmt.
51 OBl XOTeJI OTHeCTM TOIOJIOTM3UpoBaHMe puIo-
COPCKVIX IIPOEKTOB K OIpesieTIeHHOMY pasoey Me-
Tacpriocodny, KOTOPBIVI Ha30By HpopaMManu-
ueckoil Memagpuiocogpuen®. Tlporpammarirdeckas
MeTadpmstocodmsi, MM IporpamMMariika puioco-
dum, Kax s IIpefijiararo ee KOHIENTyaIM3MpOBaTh,
M3ydaeT JIOTMKY CO3[aHMsl, pa3paboTKu, pocTa 1
pacriajia, KOOPAMHMPOBaHWS M TOIOJIOT3MPOBa-
HusA prstocodckmx Teopuit n mporpamm. B dpusto-
codpckov TIporpaMMaTiKe JIOJDKHBL OBITH Harife-
HBI OTBETBI Ha cjleflyoniye Bonpockr: (i) Kak cos-
narorcs dpvtocodpckme mpoekTrl? (ii) Kax oHm mo-
SBJISIIOTCS, Pa3BMBAIOTCH, pacranarorcs? (iii) Kak
OHVI KOOPAVHVPYIOTCS M B3aIMOIEVICTBYIOT C [IPY-
rumu TeopusiMn? (iv) EcTb 11 Kakas-To 0O beKTmB-
Has JIOTVIKa MCCITeIOBaHMIL, KOTOpasi CTOUT 3a 6ce-
Mu prtocodp KM IIpOeKTaM?

Mg1, Ge3ycrioBHO, HariieM OTBETBI Ha 3TU BO-
IIPOCHI He TOJIBKO B MeTadmiiocodmm KoHIla XX B.,
Ho 1 y Kanra n Ierems. Taxxe orseTbl HavayT-
cs B pwtocodun Hayku, Harrpumep y Kyna vm
JTakaroca. ITporpammarnyeckasi MeTadpmiocodpms
IO/KHA OBITH OTKpPBITa BCEM BO3MOXKHBIM (prsIo-
COPCKMM TIO3UIIMAM, YTOOBI BCe 3aiHTepecoBaH-

> Metadwmmocodusi cama He CBOAWTCS JINIITH K ITPOrpaM-
MaTVKe Wwiv prtocodnn HayKiu.
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address the issue in a profoundly systemic way
in The Phenomenology of Spirit. I disagree with
him on three points. First, the central work in
which Hegel offers a dialectical topology of
philosophical projects is The Encyclopaedia of the
Philosophical Sciences and not The Phenomenology
of Spirit. This work can be described as a para-
digmatic example of systematic metaphiloso-
phy where the question “What is philosophy?”
is the main immanent object of philosophical
inquiry. Second, metaphilosophy did not begin
with Kant — for example, why cannot Plato’s
reflections on philosophy be called philosophy
of philosophy? Third, Theunissen has a limit-
ed notion of metaphilosophy as a topology of
philosophical projects. Although it is undoubt-
edly an important point, it can only be a sub-
section of metaphilosophy. I would like to see
the topology of philosophical projects as a sec-
tion of metaphilosophy, which I would like to
call programmatic metaphilosophy.” Programmat-
ic metaphilosophy, or the programmatics of
philosophy as I propose to call it, studies the
logic of the creation, development, growth and
degeneration, coordination and topologisation
of philosophical theories and programmes.
Philosophical programmatics should answer
the following questions: (i) How are philosoph-
ical projects created? (ii) How do they emerge,
develop and break up? (iii) How are they co-
ordinated and how do they interact with oth-
er theories? and (iv) Is there an objective logic
of inquiry that underlies all philosophical pro-
jects?

We will of course find answers to these
questions not only in the metaphilosophy since
the end of the twentieth century, but also in
Kant and Hegel. Answers will be found in the
philosophy of science, for example in Kuhn or
Lakatos. Programmatic metaphilosophy should

> Metaphilosophyitselfis not confined to programmatics
or the philosophy of science.
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HbIe MOIJIV ITOJTyYUTh Hanboslee pasHOOOpa3HyIO
Y IIVPOKYIO KapTUHY IIOCTPOEHMs W Pas3BUTM
drtocodpckmx mporpamm.

Ecyit MBI 0OpaTiM BHMMaHMe Ha TO, 9YTO ObUIO
clleslaHO B 00JIacTV IIporpaMMaTyecKon MeTadu-
s1ocodpum B TIOC/IeIHee BpeMsl, TO OOHaPYXITCS He
TaK MHOTO McCIIe[loBaHUI Ha 3Ty TeMy. VlHTepec-
HBI ITOIIBITKYM Tpex HeMelKuX aBTopos (Schnéddel-
bach, 1994; Apel, 2011; Habermas, 2016) nicriomns3o-
BaTh KoHIlenT napaaurMm KyHa B cdepe dwtoco-
Jun®. Onu nopermvym rctoputo dvtocodpmn Ha
Tpy vactu. IIpu 3TOM, mcxons ms noruku KyHa,
3TV YacTV HeCcoM3MepuMBbl, OHU IIPOTMBOpeYaT
APYT APYTY M BBITECHHIOT IPYT JIpyTa, TO eCTh He
MOT'YT peasIn30BbIBaThCsS BMECTe B OIHO U TO ke
BpeMsi. [lepBast wactp — 3TO mapagmurma dustoco-
vt ObITVIS, TIpeACTaBIsIONIasl OO0V TPaaVIIV-
OHHYIO MeTadn3nKy, HarrpuMmep ITarona 1 Apu-
crotesist. C JlekapToM ke TIOSIBJISIETCS] HOBasl, BTO-
pad mapagurma gpwiocodun, oropHasi Touka Ko-
TOPOV — aHaJ/IM3 CO3HAHWM, €ro cpyHKuVIVI W CIIO-
cobHoCTev1. B aTOVI «MEeHTaIMCTCKOV» MapazgurMe
nerokerca 1 dustocodpmss Kanra. Ona ocraercs
HeOCIIOpVMON BIUIOTH 10 ¢pustocodpum Terenns n
JIEBBIX TereJIbsHIIeB, KOTOpble HauMHAIOT 3a/1y Mbl-
BaTbCsI O 3HAUEHW OOBIYHBIX JIIOIEV U eXXeIHeB-
HOV PalVIOHAJIBHOCTY, a TaKXXe ITOJATOTaBJIVIBAThH
CJIeYIOIIYIO PeBOIIOINIO B pryIocopum: MosiBIe-
HVie TaK Ha3bIBaeMOVI JIMHTBUCTYEeCKOV TTapa/Iir-
MBI, mpyiert or dpere n Butrenmrerita. B sTon
JIVIHTBYICTIYECKOV TTapaiyirMe HaxOISATCs VI caMi
IPOeKThl aHajM3a KOMMYHMKATVBHOV palluio-
HastbHOCTY [ IHemep6axa, Anerts n XaOepmaca, m
00671BII1ast 9acTh COBpeMeHHOM (PryIocopmi.

1 ykaxXy Ha Tpu IIpobiieMbl, ¢ KOTOPBIMYU CTaJl-
KVBaeTcsd TaKoVl MOaXofl. Bo-TiepBhIX, OH meaib-
HO-TUINYHO OeJUT (Prtocopuio 1 maeT JINIIb
MakpoaHaIn3 PrIocodcKmx IporpamMmm, He Ipu-
HMMAas BO BHMMAaHME WCK/IIOUEHUsS W IeTasIu.
Bo-BTOpBIX, TaKasl JIOTMKa He IIO3BOJISIET TIOHSTH,
roueMy ¥ KaK MHOXeCTBO pa3J/IM4YHBIX ITOXOIO0B
B pvT0cOPTM MOTYT CMHXPOHHO KOOIIEPPOBaTh
VI KOHKYpUpOBaTh APYT C APYToM. B-TpeTsux, mo-

¢ B mocremyIoIeM M3J10KeHUM ¢ II0JIaraoch Ha BapMaHT
ITaemensbaxa.

be open to all possible philosophical positions
so that all those concerned might get the most
diversified and broadest picture of the build-
ing and development of philosophical pro-
grammes.

If we ask what has recently been done in the
tield of programmatic metaphilosophy, we will
not find many studies on this topic. Attempts
by several German authors (cf. Schnddelbach,
1994, pp. 37-76; Apel, 2011; Habermas, 2016) to
use Kuhn’s concept of paradigms in the sphere
of philosophy merit attention.® They have di-
vided the history of philosophy into three
parts. Proceeding from Kuhn’s logic, these
parts are not commensurate, contradict one an-
other and oust one another, i.e. cannot be real-
ised together at the same time. The first part is
the paradigm of the philosophy of being, rep-
resenting the traditional metaphysics of, for
example, Plato and Aristotle. With Descartes a
new, second, paradigm appears which is based
on the analysis of mind, its functions, and ca-
pabilities. Kant’s philosophy belongs to this
“mentalist” paradigm. It remains unassailable
until the philosophy of Hegel and Left Hegeli-
ans, who begin to think about the significance
of ordinary people and quotidian rationality
and prepare the next revolution in philosophy:
the emergence of the “linguistic paradigm”
originating in Frege and Wittgenstein. The pro-
jects of the analysis of communicative rational-
ity of Schnéddelbach, Apel and Habermas and
most of contemporary philosophy are within
the linguistic paradigm.

I identify three problems in this approach.
First, it divides philosophy in an ideal-typical
way, providing only a macroanalysis of philo-
sophical programmes and ignoring exceptions
and details. Second, this logic leaves it unclear
why a multitude of diverse approaches in phi-

¢ In the following, I proceed from Schnadelbach’s
version.
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IOOHBIVI TTapaMTMasIbHBIV TTOAXO0L, MOXET OBIThH
paccMOTpeH Kak IIpyMep paliioHaJIbHOV HecIIpa-
BeIJIMIBOCTY MJIV MeTaHappaTuBa. To ecTb OH IIOfI-
CTPOEeH I10f], caMMX >ke aBTOpOB: prstocodckas 1o-
3ULIMs, KOTOPOVI OHU IPUAEpPKMUBAIOTCS, CTaHO-
BUTCS IIYHKTOM, C KOTOPOro obo3peBaeTcs MCTO-
pust drstocodu 11 arioret ee pasBUTS.
HecmoTpst Ha oM mpolOiieMsl, pasfereHne -
s10codpmV Ha IapaiuTMbl IMeeT U IIperMyIIecTBa.
DTO [1aeT, B IIepBYyIO odepe/ib, yIIPOIeHHYIO Kap-
TUHY UCTOpUM prstocodpmm A 11es1eVt OpreHTH-
posaHus. HammpumMep, TpyaHO OClIOPUTE, YTO MeH-
TaJIMCTCKasl apaiurMa cylilecTBoBasla MyIu Cylile-
crByeT. Haumnas ¢ [lekapTa B Hell uaeT pedb 00
VIIesIx, IIpeCTaB/IeHNsIX Y CIIOCOOHOCTSX CO3Ha-
HMA. DTO oToOpakaeTcsl M B KHUTax IO JIOTVKe
TOro BpeMeHm, Haripumep B «JIorvke Ilop-Postiis»,
U B palliOHa/IV3Me, U B SMIIVIPU3MeE, U B PUIIOCO-
dun Kanra. Ilpencrasurenin 3Tov mHapagurMbl
CUMTAIOT, YTO aHaJIN3 PYHKIIMV CO3HAHMS OIpe-
ZlesideT BO3MOXKHOCTM IHO3HaHWMs. TpymHO Takke
OCIIOPUTH TOT (PaKT, UTO TaKas MOMEIb MBIIIIIe-
HVI HadaJIa TePsITh 3HAUMMOCTh KaK YHUBepCaIb-
HBIVI KJTI0Y K PelreHno pritocodcKmx mpoosem.
Takme TepMMHBI, KaK «MeHTaJIbHbIe CIIOCOOHO-
CTW», «pasyM», «IIpeJiCTaBJIeHs», «CO3HaHWe» W
T. 1., VICIIOJIb3YIOTCSI BCe peXke B HOBBIX (pvIocod-
CKMX OBVDKeHmsx ¢ KoHita XIX — mauaia XX B.
VI COXPaHAIOT CBOV TEOPETUMYECKUV ITOTeHITVAsI
JINIITB B HEKOTOPbIX obstacTsax dpurocodpmm. [Ixe-
nensbax, Arrerns 1 XaOepmac Itoraratot, YTo MeH-
TaJINCTCKasl IlaparyMa oCTelleHHO BBITECHSIEeTCs
JIVHTBVUCTIYECKOVL. $1 OBl Ha3BaJsl TIOCIIEIHION0 110-
cmmenmaiucmckoi napaduemoi. Xors dpvrocod-
CKWVI JIVHT BUCTMYECKIV aHaJIV3 VIMeJl 0e3yCIIOBHO
CVJIBHBIVI BeC B IIPEOI0JIeHNV MeHTasI3Ma, Obuin
U IpyTrvie He MeHee CUJIbHBIe IBVDKeHM, KaK, Ha-
IprMep, pasHble BapMaHThI IO3UTMUBM3MA 1 -
jocodust HayKu. B wacTHOCTH, 11711 DpHecTa Ha-
rejis MMeHHO dwtocodnss HayKu JOJDKHa CTaTh
nepsoyt driocoduert, oHa AO/DKHaA OIpenessTh
rpaHMIIBI 1 BOSMOXKHOCTYM B MBIIIUIEHUN 1 B pas-
Butvm dpvtocodpvmt (Nagel, 1954, p. 298). B aroi

7 51 ©Omaromapro Dpuka lllmmccepa (Eric Schliesser) 3a
yKasaHue Ha 3TOT IpUMep.
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losophy simultaneously cooperate and compete
with one another. Third, such a paradigmatic
approach can be seen as an example of rational
injustice or as a metanarrative. In other words,
it is tailor-made for the authors: the philosoph-
ical position they hold is the point from which
the history of philosophy and the apogee of its
development are surveyed.

In spite of these problems, the division of
philosophy into paradigms has its advantag-
es. First and foremost, it offers a simplified
picture that facilitates orientation in the histo-
ry of philosophy. For instance, that the men-
talist paradigm has existed or exists is hard to
challenge. Beginning with Descartes, it deals
with ideas, representations, and the faculties of
mind. This is reflected in the logic books of the
time, e.g. the Port-Royal Logic, and in ration-
alism, empiricism, and Kant’s philosophy. The
representatives of this paradigm hold that the
analysis of the functions of mind determines
the potential of cognition. It is hard to chal-
lenge the fact that this model of thought has be-
gun to lose its relevance as a universal key to
the solution of philosophical problems. Since
the late nineteenth and early twentieth centu-
ries such terms as “mental abilities”, “reason”,
“representations”, “consciousness” etc. have
been used less and less frequently and retain
their theoretical potential only in some areas of
philosophy. Schniddelbach, Apel and Habermas
believe that the mentalist paradigm is being
supplanted by the linguistic one. I would call
the latter the post-mentalist paradigm. Although
philosophical linguistic analysis carried weight
in overcoming mentalism, there have been oth-
er equally strong movements, e.g. the variants
of positivism and the philosophy of science. For
Ernest Nagel, the philosophy of science should
become the first philosophy, it should deter-
mine the boundaries and potential of thought
in the development of philosophy (Nagel, 1954,
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ITOCTMEHTAJIMCTCKOV TTapaanrMe apvoketcs n Jla-
KaToc, 151 KOTOPOrO aHaJIN3 CO3HAHMS U €T0 CIIo-
coOHOCTeVT He VIMeeT OOJIBITIOro 3HAYEH VS

Wrax, IIPeJIOKEHHBIVI MHOVI KOHLIENT IIPO-
rpaMMaTideckon MeTadwtocodpnmt dpoKycrpyeT-
Cs1 Ha BOITPOCax O TOM, KaK CO3/Iaf0TCsl, pa3BUBAIOT-
Cs1, OPraHM3yIOTCA VI KOOPAMHUPYIOTC priocod-
CKVe IIPOEKTBI. VICXoms M3 3TOW WcciienoBarelb-
CKOVI O3MLMM fajiee OyIeT paccMOTpeHa TpaHC-
LIeH/IeHTaJTbHas pvytocoduist, IIprdeM CHavasla, BO
BTOPOVI YacTV CTaTbV, B paMKaX MEHTaJIVICTCKO
IapajiurMbl, K KOTOPOW OTHOCUTCS prstocodms
KaHTa, a 3aTeM, B TpeThelt 4acTy, g IOKaXXy KakK Me-
TOJIOJIOT Vsl Hay YHO-VICCIIeN0BATEITECKIIX IIPOrPaMM
JTakaToca B paMKax IIOCTMEHTaJIVICTCKOVI TTapajIiT-
MBI MOXXET YTOYHUTH TIOHVIMaHVe JIOTVKV Pa3By-
TV IIPOEKTa TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOV (PVITOCOVINL.

2. ApxuTeKTOHMYecKOe IIOHMMaHe
TpaHCIeHOeHTaIbHO dprtocodpm

Wrak, uTo Takoe TpaHCIeHAeHTaIbHasd (uJIo-
codms? EcTb HeCKOJIIBKO BapuaHTOB, KaK MOXXHO
MOIIOVIT K 3TOMY BOITPOCY M JaTh Ha HEero OTBeT.
51 paccMOTPpIO ero ¢ MeTOI0JIOrM4YeCcKOV CTOPOHBIL.
Ecm «Kputuky uncroro pasyma» Kanra unrars
He C HavaJla 710 KOHIIa, a Ha0OOpOT, ¢ KOHIIa, TO
MHOXXeCTBO JieTajlell, Ha KOTOpble YnTaTesIb MOT He
oOpaliaTb BHMMaHWS, HaYHYT pe3Ko Opocarbcs
B Iasa. B «IpaHcrieHieHTaIbHOM y4YeHUM O Me-
Tofe» KaHT o0BsicHIII, TTIoUeMy MeTOOJIOT s CO-
CTaBJIeT BTOPYIO, a He IlepByIo 4yacTh «KpuTumku
4ucToro pasyma». OH BUANUT ee IJIaBHOe ITpeIHa-
3HaueHMe He B COOMpaHMM Ha3BaHWII METOIOB U
TeXHWYEeCKNX TEPMIHOB, a B ee IIPUMeHeHUN J1J1s
IIOCTPOEHMS CUCTeMBI YMCTOro pasyma (A 707—
708 / B 735—736; Kanr, 20064, c. 899), ocHoBBIBaO-
Ievics Ha pesyJsisraTax nepsont «Kpurnkn». Meto-
JOJIOT Vst IOJKHA OBITh ITPaKTUYeCKOV, ITPVIMeH -
Mort. BooOrtie meTort B nonmManmy KanTa coctout
«B TaKOM OOpase JIeVICTBUM II0 NpuHyunam pasy-
Ma, Ormarozapsi KOTOPOMY €IVMHCTBEHHO "1 MOXeT
MHOrooOpasHoe B IIO3HaHWU CTaTb CUCHIEMOU»
(AA 05, S. 151; KanT, 1997, c. 697). To ecTb camo mno-
HSTVEe «METO» yXKe VIMeeT B cebe HeKmm HacTpou
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p. 298).” Lakatos, for whom analysis of con-
sciousness and its faculties are not very impor-
tant, moves within this paradigm.

Thus, my concept of programmatic meta-
philosophy focuses on the questions of how
philosophical projects are created, developed,
organised, and coordinated. Proceeding from
this research position, I will examine tran-
scendental philosophy, first, in part two of
this article, within the mentalist paradigm to
which Kant’s philosophy belongs and then, in
the third part, I will demonstrate that Laka-
tos’s methodology of research programmes
within the framework of the post-mentalist
paradigm can offer new insights into the logic
of development of the transcendental philoso-
phy project.

2. Architectonic Concept
of Transcendental Philosophy

What then is transcendental philosophy?
There are several ways of approaching and an-
swering this question. I am going to look at it
from the methodological point of view. If one
reads Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason not from
the beginning to the end but backward, start-
ing from the end, many details leap out at the
reader that he may have overlooked. In “The
Transcendental Doctrine of Method” Kant ex-
plains why methodology is the second and
not the first part of the Critique of Pure Rea-
son. He sees its main purpose not in collecting
names of methods and technical terms, but in
applying it to building a system of pure rea-
son (KrV, A 707-708 / B 735-736; Kant, 1998,
p. 627), based on the results of the first Critique.
Methodology should be practical and applica-
ble. In general, according to Kant, method is a
“procedure in accordance with principles of reason
by which alone the manifold of a cognition can

71 am grateful to Eric Schliesser for bringing this
example to my attention.



Ha MOABVKHOCTD, JIEMEHT aKTVIBHOIO CO3IaH
cucteM. V1 3TO HeyAMBUTEIIBHO, €CIU B3IJISTHYTh
XOTs OBl Ha 3TUMOJIOTMIO 3TOrO CJIOBA, KOTOPOE B
IIpeBHETpeYecKOM COCTaBJIeTCs M3 metd (TIociie,
crremyrortiee) 1 hodos (ITyTh) 11 M3HaYaIbHO IIepeBo-
IONUTCS KaK «IIyTh, JOpOra K 4eMy-To» — méthodos.
Opnako uteHmMe «IpaHCIIeHIEHTAIBHOIO Yyue-
HVSI O METOJIe» PEeTPOCIIEKTVBHO OOBSCHSET ITO/I-
xon, KaHTa K HanmmcaHwto riepont yactu «Kpuru-
KV» VI pacKpbIBaeT VM3HavaIbHO He COBCEM OYeBI/I-
HBIVI CMBICJI 3arojioBKa m moHsATHs «Vmest TpaHc-
1eH1eHTasIbHOM prtocodpmm» (A 01; KarT 20060,
c. 29; A 13; Kanr 20060, c. 43; B 27, Kaut, 2006a,
c. 81) 1 ee onvcaHMs BO BBEIEHWL.

B mepByto ouepenp CTAHOBUTCS $ICHO, ITOYEMY
KaHT maeT HeKOTOpBIe TOSICHEHMS O CYITHOCTU
TpaHCIleHIeHTaIbHOM rytocodny, HO He IIpe-
IOCTaBJIIeT KaKOro-imbo CcrcTeMaTUYHOIO ¥ KOH-
CTPYVPOBaHHOIO OIpefiesieHNs. [1ejio B TOM, 4TO
TpaHClIeH leHTasIbHask pmiocodusi — 3TO HaykKa,
YTO OHA OIIpefiesisieT BCe TTOHSTVS M IIPVHIIVIIIEL,
HYy>KHBIe ISl TIO3HaHM aripropy, uro «Kpurnka
YICTOTrO pasyMa» JaeT VIO M IUIaH IS [IOJTHOM
pa3paboTKM TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOM dviocodm,
TO eCTh OHa MIEHTWYHA C TPaHCIeHIeHTaIbHON
drtocodpmert, Ho errie He siBiIseTCs efo (cM.: A 14 /
B 28; Kanr, 20064, c. 83), uTo 0oHa HMKaK He OTHO-
CUTCS K IIpaKTIUecKon pryocodpmm v IeInTcs Ha
IBe YacTu: «ydueHue o Havaax» U «YdeHve o0 Me-
Tore» (cm.: A 13—16; KanT 20060, c. 43—45; B 27—
29; Kanr, 2006a, c. 81—85).

Takast akKyMyJISIIIVISI TEOPETMYECKIX 3JIeMeH-
TOB BBIIJISIIUT CKOpee KaK HAaOpOCOK, HO He Kak
rofipobHoe ompererieHye. Kimod K 3ToMy JIeXWUT
B KaHTOBCKOM TOHVMMaHMM JIepVHUIINI B PrIo-
codvm. Kak mosicHsieTcs B pasperte «lycrmiomHa
YMCTOrO pasyMa B JJOrMaTVUeCKOM IIPVIMEHEHVIVD»,
OITperieTeHIs IIOHSATIVI, KOTOPBIE JJaHbI HaM arlpy-
Op¥, He MOTYT OBITB YCIIEIITHBIMY, VIV BO3MOXKHBI-
mm. Ecriv onipefierieH e IOHSTH CTPOro Kak ITOITBIT-
Ky «M3Ha4aJIbHO IaBaTh HOIPOOHO-0OCTOSTEIb-
HOe V3JIOKeHVIe TTIOHATVS Belllyl B €r0 TpaHMIIax»
(A 727 / B 755; Kant, 2006a, c. 921), TO ¢ TaKmMm
KOHIIEIITaMI aIlpropy, KaK «CyOCTaHIINS», «IIpU-
YMHa» U «IIPaBO», BOSHMKAIOT IIpobremsl (A 728 /
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become a system” (KpV, AA 05, p. 151; Kant,
19964, p. 261). That is, the concept of “method”
already implies a certain mobility, an element
of active creation of systems. This is not sur-
prising if one looks at the etymology of the
word, which in Greek consists of metd (“after,”
“following”) and hodés (“way”), and which ini-
tially translates as the “way,” or “road towards
something,” méthodos. On the other hand, the
reading of “The Transcendental Doctrine of
Method” retrospectively explains Kant’s ap-
proach to the writing of the first part of the Cri-
tigue and the initially not quite clear meaning of
the title, “The Idea of Transcendental Philoso-
phy” (KrV, A 01; Kant, 1998, pp. 127; see A 13,
B 27; Kant, 1998, pp. 134, 150-151) and its de-
scription in the introduction.

First, it becomes clear why Kant provides
some clarifications of the essence of transcen-
dental philosophy, but does not give any sys-
temic and constructed definition. He states that
transcendental philosophy is a science, that it
defines a priori all the concepts and principles
needed for cognition, that the Critique of Pure
Reason formulates the idea and plan for the
complete development of transcendental phi-
losophy, i.e. it is identical to but is not yet tran-
scendental philosophy (KrV, A 14 / B 28; Kant,
1998, p. 151), that it does not relate to practi-
cal philosophy and falls into two parts: “The
Doctrine of Elements” and “The Doctrine of
Method” (cf. KrV, A 13-16; Kant, 1998, pp. 134-
135; B 27-29; Kant, 1998, pp. 150-152). Such ac-
cumulation of theoretical elements looks more
like a sketch than a detailed definition. The
key to this is Kant’s concept of definitions in
philosophy. As explained in the section, “The
Discipline of Pure Reason in Dogmatic Use”,
definitions of concepts, given us a priori, cannot
be successful or possible. If the definition is un-
derstood strictly as an attempt “to exhibit orig-
inally the exhaustive concept of a thing within
its boundaries” (KrV, A 727 / B 755; Kant, 1998,
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B 756; Kanr, 2006a, c. 923). MoxxeMm JIv1 MBI y3HaTh,
K IIpMMepy, KOI7ia MBI OIIpefesIvIV IIpaBo IIepBo-
HavaJIbHO, He JIe/lylIPOBaB ero VCXOMIs U3 JIpyTo-
ro KOHIIEIITa, TO eCTh ITOJIHOCTBIO ero M3JIOKVIIN
VI OITpeiesIiIV ero rpaHuibl? MBI MOXXeM, KOHeu-
HO, TIOITBITAaTHCs, HO Hallla ITOIBITKA IIPVBeIeT, CKO-
pee, K SKCIIO3UIMY KaKMX-TO 3JIeMeHTOB IIOJTHOIO
ompenesieHs 1 OyIeT comepKaTb MHOXXECTBO He-
SICHBIX IIpeJICTaBJIeHT, He IIOJTHOCTBIO OTOOpaska-
IOIIMX IIpeIMeT MccilefoBaHMs. Bee kaxeTcs mipo-
I1le ¢ TeM, uTo KaHT Ha3bpIBaeT IIpOM3BOIBHO MBIC-
yMbIMU TIoHSTHSIMU (A 729 / B 757; KanT, 20064,
c. 923—-925), koTOpble He VICXOAAT M3 IIPVPOLIbI Ha-
IIIero pasyMa ¥ KOTOpbIX HeT B ombITe. OH [aeT
HpyMep «KopaOeIbHBIX YacoB»: CyIIeCTBYIOT OHM
WIN HeT, U B Kakovl ¢popMe — He BakHO. S Mory
JleTaJIbHO OIIVICaTh Y OIIpelIeINThb VX MJIN, CKOpee,
HeKJIapypoBaTh MX KaK KaKOV-TO BBIMBIIIIJIEHHBIV
IIPOEKT, KOTOPBIVI y MeHs HosiBuicd B yMme. Tpan-
ClleHIeHTasIbHas prytocodrist e He OTHOCUTCI K
TaKVM TOHSTVSIM, KOTOPBle MOXXHO CBOOOIHO 00-
Ppa3oBbIBaTh U OIIpeesIaATh Kak 3axodeTcs. To ecTsb
3TO He KaKOV-TO AeKJIAPVPYEMBbIVI BBIMBIIIUIEHHBIV
VI IIPOM3BOJIBHO OITpeiesisieMbIl IIPOeKT, a KOH-
LIENT arpropy, Kak, HarpuMep, cyOcTaHIs v
IIpaBo, BbIpACTAIOIIVIA 13 IIPVPOJIbl Halllero pasy-
Ma. Ero cocraprraromme, nouaTtus duiocodpum n
TPpaHCIeH/IeHTa/IbHOCTY, MOABWIIVICH 3a0JIT0 /10
KanTta 1 mpepcrapisiorT cobon 3amaun, KOTOpble
ObUIV ITOCTaBJIeHBI Pa3yMOM IS pellleHs oIpe-
IieJIeHHBIX pallVIOHaIBHBIX IIPO0IeM.

ITonsiTne dpwtocodnm, Kak M3BECTHO, BO3HMK-
JI0 V1 Mi3Ha4YaJIbHO pa3BuBasIock B [pesHern I'perinm,
a KOHIIENT TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHOCT, B CBOIO Oue-
penb, SBJISIICS TeXHUYeCKM TepMUHOM B MeTa-
dusuke, BepHee, TOro pasziesia MeTadpV3MKM, KOTO-
peit ¢ XVI B. HasBanu «oHTONMOrMen». KanT Hasb-
BaeT ee B epBovi «KpuTuke» «TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIb-
Hlast] dpvtocod[ns] npesunx» (B 113; KanT, 2006a,
c. 181). OnTosnorus, o Bonbdy, — 3710 wacTe meta-
physica generalis B oTimiume ot metaphysica specialis,
KOTOpas 3aHMMaslack BorrpocaMu o bore, gyiie n
Mupe. B cpennesexkoBont dpwiocodpum (Harprmep,
y AnpbepTa Benkoro, @ombr AKBHCKOrO, VoaH-
Ha [lyHca CkoTa) IIula pedb O TpaHCIIeH/IeHTalb-
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p. 637), problems arise with such a priori con-
cepts as “substance,” “cause” and “right” (KrV,
A 728 / B 756; Kant, 1998, p. 638). For exam-
ple, can we know when it was that we first de-
fined right without deducing it, proceeding
from another concept, i.e. when we complete-
ly described it and defined its boundaries?
We may of course try, but our attempt would
lead rather to an exposition of some elements
of a full definition and would contain many
unclear representations that do not fully re-
flect the object of study. Things are simpler
with what Kant calls arbitrarily thought con-
cepts (KrV, A 729 / B 757; Kant, 1998, p. 638),
which do not arise from the nature of our rea-
son and do not exist in experience. He cites an
example of a “chronometer” — whether it ex-
ists or not, and in what form does not matter. I
can describe and define it in detail or rather de-
clare it as an imagined project which appeared
in my mind. Transcendental philosophy is not
a concept that one can freely form and define at
will. That is, it is not a declared, imagined and
arbitrarily defined project, but an a priori con-
cept, as for example, substance or right, arising
from the nature of our reason. Its components,
the concepts of philosophy and transcendence,
appeared long before Kant and are tasks set by
reason to solve certain rational problems.

The concept of philosophy arose and in-
itially developed in Ancient Greece and the
concept of transcendentality in turn was a tech-
nical term in metaphysics or, rather, the depart-
ment of metaphysics called “ontology” since
the sixteenth century. In the first Critique Kant
refers to it as “transcendental philosophy of
the ancients” (KrV, B 113; Kant, 1998, p. 216).
According to Wolff, ontology is part of meta-
physica generalis as distinct from metaphysica
specialis, which dealt with the questions of God,
the soul, and the world. Medieval philosophy
(e.g. Albert the Great, Thomas Aquinas and
Duns Scotus) dealt with transcendental predi-



HBIX IIpeayKarax, VIV TPaHCIEeHIEHTaINsIX, KO-
TOpbIe, KaK TOBOPUT JIATVMHCKOE CJIOBO transcendere,
BBIXOIVUIV 3a IIpeiesibl KOHKPETHBIX BUIAVIMBIX Be-
eVl KaK KaKye-TO BBICOKVE, Hal HVUMM CTOSIIIVE
cBepxkareropum. IIpumepsl Takmx cBepxKaTero-
PWVL, KOTOpBIe IIPUCYIIY MHOIMM BelllaM, — 3TO
ObITVE, WICTMHA, XOpolllee, eIMHCTBO, MHOObITIE
u T.7. VI3 3TOrO CjleqyeT, 9TO TpaHCIIeH/IeHTalb-
Hasi dputocodpnsi — He KaKOWM-TO CKOHCTPYMpPO-
BaHHBIT KaHTOM IIPOEKT, KOTOPHIVT MOXKHO OITpe-
IeNINTh KaK YTOAHO, a YXKe CyIIeCTBYIoIIee IIpef-
npusiTHe dYesiopedeckoro pasyma. Cam paHHUII
KaHT B cBOEM AOKPWUTMUECKOM IIeprofie TaK JKe,
Kak XpucTraH Bosibd, 1CIIoIb3yeT oHsTIe TPaH-
CIIeH/IEHTAJIBHOCTY VIMEHHO B 3TOM CTapoM 3Ha-
YeHUV M3 CPeTHEBEKOBON M CXOJIaCTIYeCKOVI OH-
tosiorun®. B parnen pabore Kanra o metaduismke
u reomeTpum (1756) Hanpetcst TepmuH philosophia
transscendentalis (AA 01, S. 475; KanT, 19947, c. 315),
KOTOPBIVI IIOJTy 9T OOHOBJIEHHOE 3HaYeHVIe B KPU-
TUYecKU Ieprod. To, YTO IIPOVICXOOUT HadW-
Has ¢ «KpuTukm amcroro pasyma», — 3TO Hepe-
OCMBICTIEHVIE YoKe VIMEIOIIeTrOoCs IIOHSTIS, OUNIIle-
HWe, ysCHeHMe, OoJlee UeTKasl VI IIpaBVIIbHAS €TO
skcosunms. To ects KaHT niperenyer He Ha co-
3[aHMe HOBOVI KOHCTPYKIIMM, a Ha JIydlllee OIV-
caHVe TOro, 4TO yXKe CYIIIeCTBOBajIo B pasyMe ero
IIpe/IIeCTBEHHIKOB, HO YTO OH, KaK M OH caM pa-
Hee, ellle He JI0 KOHITa IIOHSUIN U IIPOSICHVIIN, TaK
KaK VCKaJIV TpaHCIeHIeHTaInu B 00beKTax, a He
B IIOHSITUSIX VI CIIOCOOHOCTSIX PaccyziKa M pasyMa.
VIMeHHO ITOTOMY OH OCTaeTCsl OCTOPOKHBIM BO
Beemerum B «KpuTMKY 4UMCTOro pasyma»: ITOHS-
THe TpaHCIeHAeHTaJIbHON dvIocodpum MHosryda-
€T OIIpefieTIeHHY 0 SKCIIO3VIIVIO, IIPeICTABIISIOTCS
HEKOTOpPBIe 3JIeMEHTHI BO3MOXKHOW JTepVHWITN,
HO He OHa cama. [lepVHUIINIM B CTPOrOM CMBICIIe
BO3MOYKHBI TOJIBKO B MaTeMaTVKe, I7le OHV MOTYT
ObITH TaHBI B HavYasle vccienoBaHm. Outocodvist
xe, Kak nuiier Kaur B «YueHun o merome», He
IIOJDKHA TIOBTOPSITH 3a MaTeMaTMKOV, MBI CKOpee
cobvpaeM 371eMeHTHI ¥ JIMIIb B KOHIIE VICCITeOBa-

8 Vicropwmro noHmManws KaHTOM TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIBHOCTI
" TpaHcLeHaeHTaIpHON drutocodpvm cM.: (Hinske, 1970;
Hinske, 1998; Forster, 2015).
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cates or transcendentalia, which, as suggested by
the Latin word transcendere, were beyond con-
crete visible things as higher super-categories.
Examples of such super-categories inherent in
many things are being, truth, good, unity, oth-
er-being etc. From this it follows that transcen-
dental philosophy is not a project constructed
by Kant which can be defined in any number
of ways, but a pre-existing enterprise of hu-
man reason. Early Kant in his pre-critical pe-
riod, like Christian Wolff, uses the concept of
transcendentality in the old meaning it had in
medieval and scholastic ontology.® The term
philosophia transscendentalis (MonPh, AA 01,
p- 475; Kant, 1992a, p. 51), which occurs in
Kant’s early work on metaphysics and geome-
try, acquires a renewed meaning in the critical
period. What happens, beginning from the Cri-
tiqgue of Pure Reason, is a rethinking of an exist-
ing concept, a cleansing, clarification and more
precise exposition of the concept. Kant does
not claim to have come up with a new con-
struction, but merely to have offered a better
description of what had already existed in the
minds of his predecessors, but what they, like
he himself earlier, had not entirely understood
and clarified because they were looking for
transcendentalia in objects and not in concepts
and faculties of reason and understanding.
That is why he remains cautious in the intro-
duction to the Critique of Pure Reason: a certain
exposition of the concept of transcendental phi-
losophy is given, elements of a possible defi-
nition are there, but not the definition itself.
Definitions, strictly speaking, are possible only
in mathematics, where they can be given at the
start of an inquiry. Philosophy, as Kant writes
in “The Doctrine of Method”, should not mim-
ic mathematics; we can only try, after collecting
elements, to give a definition at the end of the
investigation (KrV, A 730 / B 758; Kant, 1998,

8 On the history of Kant’s interpretation of transcen-
dentalism and transcendental philosophy see Hinske
(1970; 1998) and Forster (2015).
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HVIVI, KOTZIa YeTKO 0003peBaeM BeCh Halll IIpeIMeT,
MOYKeM TIOIBITaThCs Oarh AedvHmiio (A 730 /
B 758; Kant, 2006a, c. 925). IIpu sToM mogBIIseT-
Csl BOIIPOC: KOIa [eVICTBUTEIIbHO 3aKaHYMBaIOT-
Csl MICCIIeIoBaHMS M MOXKeM JIM MBI C YBepeHHO-
CTBIO CKa3aTh, UTO BCE 3JIEMEHTHI IS BO3MOYKHO-
ro ompefesieHNs TpaHCLeHIeHTalIbHON prIoco-
v cobpansr? Ecii Ovl mporiecc mcciieioBaHmI
ObUT 3aKOHYeH B «KpuUTHKe YmCcTOro pasyma», TO
KanT norpken Obi1 OBl 1aTh ee OIpoOHOe ormpe-
IieJieHVie BO BBeieHMM BO BTOpOe M3IaHVe, Halu-
CaHHOM CITyCTs 6 JIeT IIOcjle BbIXOfa IIepBOro, HO
ero Tam Her. [Iporiecc mcciemoBaHMI 11 JOTIOITHE-
HUV OIpeesieHNnsI TPaHCLeHIeHTaIbHOM cpvmo—
codpum He 3aKaHUMBAETCS U B IOCJIEAYIOIIVIX Pa-
6ortax Kanra. TpyaHo ckasaTh, 3aBepIliaeTcsi JIv OH
¢ paboramm Pertnrornbaa, dvixre WM HEOKAHTH-
aHues. B Meronmonormyeckon nepcnekrrse Kanra
TpaHClleHeHTaIbHas prtocodmsi — 3TO KMUBOM
KOHIIEIIT-B-IIporpecce, a He ITPOM3BOJIBHO BBITY-
MaHHBIVI TPOEKT M He KOHIIeNTyasjbHasd MyMUsi-
3KCIIOHAT B McTOpUM prstocodpmmt.

ITosToMy — ” 3TO BTOPOW Ba’KHBIVI MOMEHT
«TpaHclieHIeHTalILHOTO y4YeHMsI O MeToie» —
TpaHClLIeHIeHTalbHasd putocopusi Kak IOHSTHe
anpuiopn spisercs upgeet. He wsyums «TpaHc-
LIeHIeHTaIBHYIO AMAJIeKTVKY» Y apXUTEKTOHYe-
CKYIO MEeTOJOJIOTMIO, YMTaTesIb He 0OpaTuT JOIDK-
HOTO BHVMMAaHMS Ha TepMUH «ufes» B POpMyIIV-
POBKe «ufied TpaHCIeHOeHTaIbHOM drsiocodu»
(A 14 / B 28; Kanr, 2006a, c. 83) B 00ovx Benenu-
ax B «KpuTuky umcroro pasyma». Kak s yxe mo-
KasaJl, TpaHCleHleHTaIbHas priocodris He Mo-
JKeT JeKJIaprpoBaThCs, KaK, HallpyMep, CBOOOTHO
BBIZlyMaHHBIVI ITPOEKT «KOpabesIbHbIX Yacos». [lox
meent KaHT IOHMMaeT caMyT0 BBICIIYIO U YUCTYIO
dopMy 1IpencTaBiieHMII, Ha KOTOPYIO CIIOCOOHO
Hallle cO3HaHMe. 37iech MIeT peub He 00 omylile-
HIM, He O CO3epLiaHMI, He 00 SMIMPUIECKMX IO-
HATUSAX, KaK, HaIIpyMep, CTOJI WIIN eJIb, I [JaXKe He
O KaTeropmsix, TaKmx KaK KOJIMYeCTBO WUJIV IIPU-
4yHa, 11 He O NIPeAVKadmInsx, KaK JJIUTeJIbHOCTh
v cwta. Vigem — 3TO NOHATUA pasyMa, «JIs
KOTOPOTO B UYBCTBax He MOXeT OBbITh JaH HUKa-
KOV ajfleKBaTHBIN ITpeaMeT» (A 327 / B 383; KaHr,
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p- 639). The question suggests itself: When does
an investigation end and can we confident-
ly say that all the elements of a possible defi-
nition of transcendental philosophy have been
gathered? If the process of investigation had
been completed in the Critique of Pure Reason
Kant should have given a detailed definition in
the introduction to the second edition written
six years later — but this is not the case. The
process of investigation and additions to the
definition of transcendental philosophy con-
tinues in Kant’s following works. Whether it
ends with the work of Reinhold or Fichte or
neo-Kantians, it is hard to say. In Kant’s meth-
odological perspective, transcendental philoso-
phy is a dynamic concept-in-progress and not
an arbitrarily invented project or a mummified
exhibit in the history of philosophy.

Therefore — and this is the second impor-
tant feature of “The Transcendental Doctrine
of Method” — transcendental philosophy as
an a priori concept, is an idea. Without study-
ing the “Transcendental Dialectic” and archi-
tectonic methodology the reader may not give
due weight to the term “idea” in the phrase
“the idea of transcendental philosophy” (KrV,
A 14 / B 28; Kant, 1998, p. 151) in the two in-
troductions to the Critique of Pure Reason. As 1
have mentioned, transcendental philosophy
cannot be declared similar to a freely invent-
ed project like a “chronometer”. By “idea”
Kant means the highest and purest form of rep-
resentations our mind is capable of. This is not
about sensation or intuition nor about such em-
pirical notions as a table or a tree, and not even
about categories such as quantity or causality,
and not about praedicabilia such as duration or
force. Ideas are concepts of reason “to which
no congruent object can be given in the sens-
es” (KrV, A 327 / B 383; Kant, 1998, p. 402). The
infinity of the universe, for example, belongs
to the type of representation “idea.” It can be
thought, but it cannot be seen and empirically



2006a, c. 493). beckoHeYHOCTBH BCEJIEHHOV, HaIIPU-
Mep, SIBJISIeTCSl BUIOM IIpeficTaBiieHms «upes». Ee
MOYKHO YMO3AKJIIOUMTh, HO HeJIb3s YBUIETh U OM-
OVpUYecKn MoATBepanTh. KaHT pasiuaer MHO-
JKECTBO TaKVX YVCTBIX HOHSITUV, Ha KOTOPBIE MBI
CIIOCOOHBI, 1 oIpefiesisieT X PyHKINN B pasHbIX
cdepax HayK M 3HaHUN. Vlgen — 3TO ecTecTBeH-
HBble, JIeXalllyie B IIPVpOoJIe HaIllero pasyMa 3azadn
(A 323 / B 380; Kant, 20064, c. 489), koTOpble mMme-
IOT TaK/Me XapaKTepUCTUKM, KaK MaKCMMyM ¥ CO-
BepiIeHCTBO (A 316—317 / B 373 —374; Kant, 2006a,
c. 481—483; AA 09, S. 444; Kant, 19946, c. 402—403),
TO €CTb IIPEJICTaBJISIOT TO, Yero He HalTI B OIIBITe.

VItak, rioueMy TpaHCIIeHIIeHTaJIbHasl PUITOCOo-
st — oT0 Mmea? YToOwI 3TO MOHATE, HY>KHO pac-
CMOTpeTh apxuTeKTOHMKY KaHTa Kak 4acTh yue-
HMS 0 MeTofle. APXUTEKTOHMKA — 3TO MCKYCCTBO
IOCTPOeHMs CUCTeM 3HaHM4. To ecTh K Hell HyX-
HO OOpalllaTbCs, YTOOBI y3HATh, KaK MOXKHO CBSi-
3aTh OTHe/IbHBIE ITO3HAHVISI BOEIVMHO — He TOJb-
KO B OIlpeieJieHHble CVCTEMBI ¥ HayKy, HO U B
OIHO IIeJI0€ BCEro uejioBeueckoro sHawuvst. OnuH
Y3 IIPVIMEPOB, KOTOPBIVI MOKHO HaTU B IJIaBe 00
apXUTEKTOHMKe ¥ B JIEKIMsIX I0 jiornke KaHTa,
ato ropucnpynentumsa (AA 09, S. 93; Kanrt, 1994a,
c. 348). IlpaBoBesibl aHAIM3UPYIOT pasHble ITpaBa
¥ 00JIacTV IIpaBa M OTHOCST BCe 3HAHWMS K OHOM
11e7I0CTHOVI HayKe. OHIM MIMEIOT IIpeCTaBIIeHe O
IOPUCIPYAEHLINM, HO caMa IOPUCHIPyIeHIINs He
M3JIOKEHA B KaKOVI-TO OIpeneIeHHOV KHUTeE, Cy-
IIIeCTBYIOT TOJIBKO PasHble, YaCTUYHO IIPOTHUBOpe-
yalye JIpyr Apyry Bepcuy ONvcaHMs U orpeie-
JIEHVISI CAMOTO TIpaBa M CTPYKTyphI IpaB. [ToaTomy
IOPUCIIPYAEHLIVS SIBJISIeT COOOT MIIet0, SBPUCTIIUe-
CKOe IIOHATVIe, KOTOpOe IIpaBOBe/Ibl UIITYT U 110 KO-
TOPOr0 OHU IIBITAIOTC JOTAHYTBCA KaK 10 KaKo-
TO-TO apXeTWIIa, HO, OIIpeNesIsis M OIVCHIBas ero,
HOJIy4aloT TOJIBKO Ty VIV VMIHYIO OrpaHUYeHHYIO
BBIOPaHHOVI TIEPCIIEKTVBOVI BEPCHIO.

AHaJIOrM4HO BCce HayKM, OTAeIbHBIE MX YacTy
1 caMa HayKa B IIeJIoM ITpeficTaBiisitorcss KanTom
KaK apxuTekToHMYeckue maen (cM.: Jlesun, 2020).
OH nmiet: «HMKTO He IIbITaeTCs CO3ATh HAYKYy,
He II0jIaras B ee OCHOBY mpeto. OmHako mpu pas-
paboTKe HayKu cxeMa ¥ Jlae [laBaeMasi BHaJasIe
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confirmed. Kant distinguishes many such pure
concepts we are capable of and defines their
functions in various spheres of sciences and
knowledge. Ideas are natural tasks of our rea-
son that are inherent in its nature (KrV, A 323 /
B 380; Kant, 1998, p. 400) and have such char-
acteristics as maximum and perfection, (cf.KrV,
A 316-317 / B 373-374; Kant, 1998, p. 397; Pid,
AA 09, p. 444; Kant, 2007, p. 440), i.e. represent
what is not in experience.

Why, then, is transcendental philosophy an
idea? To understand this, we need to exam-
ine Kant’s architectonics as part of the doctrine
of method. Architectonics is the art of build-
ing knowledge systems. One should turn to it
to know how to connect individual cognitions
into one: not just into systems and sciences, but
into a single whole of all human knowledge.
One example, found in the chapter on architec-
tonics and in Kant’s lectures on logic, is juris-
prudence (see Log, AA 09, p. 93; Kant, 1992b,
p. 591). Legal scholars analyse various law
systems and areas of law and refer all knowl-
edge to one integral science. They have a no-
tion of jurisprudence, but jurisprudence is not
set forth in any particular book, there only exist
diverse, partly mutually contradictory versions
of the description and definition of law and the
structure of laws. Therefore, jurisprudence is
an idea, a heuristic concept which legal schol-
ars seek and which they try to reach as an ar-
chetype. But in defining and describing it they
arrive only at a version limited by the chosen
perspective.

Likewise, all the sciences, their parts and sci-
ence as a whole are conceived of by Kant as ar-
chitectonic ideas (see Lewin, 2020). He writes:

Nobody attempts to establish a science with-
out grounding it on an idea. But in its elabora-
tion the schema, indeed even the definition of
the science which is given right at the outset,
seldom corresponds to the idea; for this lies
in reason like a seed, all of whose parts still
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HeddVHUITNS HayKM BeCcbMa peIKO COOTBETCTBY-
IOT Mjiee CXeMbl, TaK KaK OHa 3aJIoKeHa B pasyMe
IOZIOOHO 3apOJIBIIITY, BCe YacTV KOTOPOTO ellle He
PasBUTHL U eIBa JIV JOCTYIIHBI Jake MUKPOCKO-
mgecKkoMy HabmonmeHmio» (A 834 / B 862; Kanr,
20064, c. 1045). To xe oTHOCUTCH 1 K prstocodpmm
Kak Hayke. KaHT nmimet, uto dpwiocodpnm Herb3s
0o0y4mnTh — «B CAaMOM JIeJle, I7le OHa, KTO o0J1aziaeT
€l0 7 10 KaKOMY IIpV3HAKy MOXKHO ee OITO3HaTh?
[Terteps] MoxxHO 0Oy4aTh TOIBKO PUIIOCOPCTBO-
BaHMUIO, T. €. YIIPKHATH TaJIAHT pasyMa Ha HEKO-
TOPBIX VIMEIOIIVIXCs TIpuMepax...» (A 838 / B 866;
Kant, 2006a, c. 1049). ®utocodnist «ecTb TOIBKO
viest BO3MOXKHOVI HayKM, KOTOpasl HUAT/Ie He JTaHa
in concreto, HO K KOTOPOVI MBI IIbITaeMCs IIPMOIIV-
3UTBCA pa3/IMYHBIMU Iy TAMU...» (A 838 / B 866;
Kanr, 2006a, c. 1049). Ecsiit MBI TTOTIBITaEMCS OIIpe-
HOenTh Pprsocodmio, HaIIprMep, B paMKax MeTa-
drTocodpCcKmMX pasMBIIIIEHNTI, TO MBI OOBEKTH-
BUpYyeM MjIel0 B KaKOW-TO OIlpesiesIeHHO dhopme.
W sra dopma Oyper 3aBrceTb OT TOro, Kakoe pu-
s1ocodpcKoe HaTlpaBjIeHVie MBI IIPEITIOUNTaEM.
TpancriennenTasnbHas Qutocodpmss Kak IIOf-
pasmen dwiocodum mpencrasiisieT coOOM Tak-
JKe apXMTeKTOHMYECKYIO Mel0. DTO OTYacT O3-
HavaeT, Kak Kaut et B «[IporrleromeHax», 94To
TpaHCIeHAeHTaIbHOM (PryIocopmm TI0Ka UTO HeT
(AA 04, S. 279; KanT, 19948, c. 32—33). 1], KaK g yxe
ormicasl, ee JedVHNUIINS B CTPOIOM CMBIC/Ie BCer-
ma OyzeT HeroJTHOIIeHHa M OrpaHMYeHa, OHa MO-
JKET MIMeThb 3HAa4VMMOCTh TOJIBKO KaK SKCITO3VIIVIS
MoMeHTOB fedpuHumm. K ToMy Xe Kak TepMuH
«TpaHCleHIeHTaJIbHasl priocodusi», Tak U Tep-
MWHBI «TPaHCIIEHIEHTAIIBHOCTE» U «prytocodis»
IIPe/ICTaB/IAIOT KOHIIEIIThI, KOTOpbIe yXe ObUIN
ompenertensl 1o Kanrta. K aToMy MOXHO OTHe-
CTVICh JBOSIKO. MOXXHO ITOJTHOCTBIO IT€PeCTPOUTH
CMBICJI TIOHSTUS TPaHCIEHIeHTAJIBHOI (PrIIoCco-
v, oOpy1IMB Bce MPOIUIbIEe ITIOCTPOEHNS 1 Ha-
4aB C YMCTOro JINCTa. VIIn cKasaTp, 9TO TpaHCIIeH-
HmeHTasbHas dwiocodns poawiIach Kak mies B
pasyMe desloBeKa, HO 3Ta Mesi 40 CUX IIOp IJIOXO
ompenerteHa (3tuM nnyteM mzeT Kanrt). To ecTs 310
HEKUV ITPOEKT, KOTOPBIN YyXKe OGLLYMBIBaJ'IT/I, HO

lie very involuted and are hardly recogniza-
ble even under microscopic observation (KrV,
A 834 / B 862; Kant, 1998, p. 692).

The same holds for philosophy as a science.
Kant writes that philosophy cannot be learned,
“for where is it, who has possession of it, and
by what can it be recognised? One can only
learn to philosophise, i.e. to exercise the tal-
ent of reason [...] in certain experiments that
come to hand” (KrV, A 838 / B 866; Kant, 1998,
p. 694). Philosophy “is a mere idea of a possi-
ble science, which is nowhere given in concre-
to, but which one seeks to approach in various
ways” (KrV, A 838 / B 866; Kant, 1998, p. 694).
If we try to define philosophy for example in
the framework of metaphilosophical reflec-
tions, we objectivise the idea in a certain form.
This form would depend, for example, on what
philosophical direction we prefer.

Transcendental philosophy as a subdivision
of philosophy is also an architectonic idea. This
means partly that, as Kant writes in the Prole-
gomena, transcendental philosophy does not yet
exist (Prol, AA 04, p. 279; Kant, 2002, p. 279).
And, as I have indicated, its definition in the
strict sense will always be wanting and limited.
It may have significance only as the exposition
of elements of the definition. Besides, the term
“transcendental philosophy,” like the terms
“transcendentality” and “philosophy”, are con-
cepts which had already been defined before
Kant. This may prompt two different approach-
es. One may totally restructure the meaning
of the concept of transcendental philosophy,
scrapping all past schemes and starting with a
clean slate. Or one may say that transcendental
philosophy was born as an idea in human rea-
son, but the idea has yet to be properly defined
(the path followed by Kant). In other words,
it is a project which has been reflected upon,
but whose description can be improved to cre-
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oIvcaHVie KOTOPOro MOXKHO YTy YIIIUTh, YTOOBI CO-
30aTh Oosiee cofepsKaTeIbHYIO M IIPOAYKTUBHYIO
HayKy ¥ yBUeTb M3HadaJIbHYIo Miefo B Oosiee dp-
KoM cBeTe. KaHT nmier:

ITosTOMY HayKu, TaK KaK OHVI COUMHSIOTCS C
TOUKW 3peHVsI HeKOTOPOTo BCeOOIIero MHTepe-
ca, crefiyeT OOBSICHATBH W OIIPeesIsTh He COOT-
BETCTBEHHO OIVICAHWIO, JlaBa€MOMY VIX OCHOBa-
TejleM, a COOTBETCTBEHHO Wjlee, KOTOopasl BBVLY
€CTeCTBEHHOI'O eOVMHCTBa COCTaBJICHHBIX VM Ya-
CTevl OKa3bIBaeTCsl OCHOBAHHOVI B CAMOM PasyMe.
J1eVicTBUTEITEHO, HEPEIKO OKa3bIBA€TCs, YTO OC-
HOBaTeJIb [HayKu| v JTaXke ero ITO3HeVIIe I10-
criefioBaTesi OIIyK/IaloT BOKPYT WfIey, KOTOPYIO
OHM caMU He ysCHWIU ce0e, 11 IOTOMY He MOTYT
OIIpeZie/INTh VICTMHHOE COJIepKaHWe, paculeHe-
HUe (CrCcTeMaTH4ecKoe eIVHCTBO) M T'PaHMUIIBI
cBoent Hayku (A 834 / B 862; Kanr, 2006a, c. 1045).

Ilycte wes TpaHCLieHIEeHTaIbHOU (UIOCOo-
dun yxe Oblyla B YeJIOBEUECKOM paszyMe Kak WC-
XOIHBIVI IMYHKT KPUTHUUYECKOTO ITpOeKTa, HO OHa
ObUIa ellle HEIOCTATOYHO IIPOsICHEHa B pasyMe. V1
ee IIpOsiCHEeHVIe, yITyUllleHHOe OIVICaHVie JaeT TOl-
YOK K ee paspuTuio. KoHeyHO, 3TO BhICKa3bIBaHMe
KaHTa npo HemoBepuMBOCTH K ONVCAHUIO WJIeu
aBTOPOM KOHKPETHOV HayKV MOXXHO OTHECTU U K
HeMy camoMy. Bo-miepsrix, Kak s mokasas, Kanr
caM IlepeoCMBIC/IBaeT KOHIIEIT TpaHCLeHIeH-
TaJIbHOV (prstocopumy, KOTOPBIVI OH MCIIOJIb30BaJl
B JOKPUTWYECKUI IIepuof, — TaK cKasaThb, O4M-
IIfaeT 3Ty WJIEI0 OT HeIlpaBVJIBHOIO ITOHVMAaHMS.
Bo-BTOpPBIX, OH OTKpBIBa€T BO3SMOKHOCTb KPUTVMKI
ero >ke COOCTBEHHOV SKCTO3UIIUM TpaHCIeH IeH-
TabHOM prstococpun. Harrprmep, Puixre mipers-
BV KaHTy IIpeTeHsuo B TOM, YTO TOT He YBUIeT
IIepBOHAYaJIbHYIO MIIeI0 B HACTOJIBKO SIPKOM CBeTe,
Kak oH (Puxte, 1993, c. 505—-506). Kax MbI 3HaeM
"3 «3asiBIeHNnd 10 NOBOAY HayKoyueHUs Duxre»
(AA 12, S.370; Kant, 1980), aTo KanTy He rioHpaBu-
7ock. Taxke IpegMeTOM OVCKYCCUM MOXeT OBITb
BoIpoc o ToM, kTo — KanT wim duxrte — sicHee
yBUEII Mel0 TpaHCIleHAeHTaIbHO Pritocodpmit.
B-tpeTtrnx, KaHT ciiefryeT cBoei ke MeTOIOIOI UM
I BHOCUT M3MeHeHs B MI3HadyaJIbHOe OIVICaHue 1
IUIaH TpaHCIeHIeHTaJIbHON (uiocodum Iociie

109

M. Lewin

ate a more substantive and productive science
and see the initial idea in a brighter light. Kant
writes:

For this reason sciences, since they have all
been thought out from the viewpoint of a cer-
tain general interest, must not be explained
determined in accordance with the description
given by their founder, but rather in accord-
ance with the idea, grounded in reason itself,
of the natural unity of the parts that have been
brought together. For the founder and even his
most recent successors often fumble around
with an idea that they have not even made dis-
tinct to themselves and that therefore cannot
determine the special content, the articulation
(systematic unity) and boundaries of the sci-
ence (KrV, A 834 / B 862; Kant, 1998, p. 692).

The idea of transcendental philosophy
may already be in human reason as the start-
ing point of a critical project, but it has not yet
been sufficiently clarified in reason. Its clarifi-
cation and improved description give an im-
petus to its development. Kant’s expression of
mistrust in the description of an idea by the au-
thor of a concrete science may of course be ap-
plied to himself as well. First, as I have shown,
Kant himself rethinks the concept of tran-
scendental philosophy which he used in the
pre-critical period. In other words, he cleanses
the idea, as it were, of incorrect interpretation.
Second, he exposes to criticism his own exposi-
tion of transcendental philosophy. For example,
Fichte criticised Kant for failing to see the initial
idea in as bright a light as he himself (Fichte,
1982, pp. 51-52). As we know from the “Decla-
ration Concerning Fichte’s Wissenschaftslehre”
(Br, AA 12, p. 370; Kant, 1999, pp. 559-560),
Kant did not like that. And it is still debata-
ble whether it was Kant or Fichte who saw the
idea of transcendental philosophy more clearly.
Third, Kant follows his own methodology and
introduces changes in the initial description
and plan of transcendental philosophy after the
publication of the Critique of Pure Reason. That
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nyGrmmkaryy «KpuTrkn gricroro pasyMa». To ects
v cam KaHT HeckoJIbko OJTy X/IaeT BOKPYT ee Mzel,
KOTOPYIO OH caM ceDe ellle He JO KOHIIA YSICHWII B
niepsont «Kputuke». JI KpaTKo M3J1I0Ky IToueMmy.
Bo-nepBuix, ecTb pasHuIIa MeXy TeM, Kak KanT
yCTaHaB/IMBaeT TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHYyI0 uIoco-
duro m ee oTHolIeHMe K MeTadu3MKe B IE€PBOV
«KpuTuke», ¢ OITHOV CTOPOHBI, U B «J IeKIusax o Me-
Tacpusuke 1782/83 romos» 1 «[Iporreromenax» —
¢ opyron. (1) B nmexmmsx u «[IposreromeHax» 11es1b
TPpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHON  (PYjIocOmUM CBOAUTCS K
OJHOMY BOITPOCY: KaK BO3MOXKHBI CMHTeTIYecKyie
cyxnenus a priori (AA 29, S. 788; AA 04, S. 276;
KanT 19948, c. 29)?° KaHT HeCKOJIBKO II03XKe 3aMe-
TWJI, YTO B €ro KPUTUYECKOV BepCUI OHTOJIOTUM,
TO €CTb B €T0 TPaHCIIeH/IeHTaIbHOV orytocodprm®,
3TO IVIaBHBIV BOITPOC, CTOSIIINM 3a PacCMOTPEHM-
eM paccyiKa M pasyMa «B CUCTeMe Bcex IOHSTUN
VI OCHOBOIIOJIOXKeH WV, OTHOCAIIIVIXCS K ITpeJIMeTaM
BooO1ie» (A 845 / B 873; Kant, 2006a, c. 1057). 1
3TO JKe 3aTeM HalllJIo OTpakeHue BO BeereHnu Ko
BTOpOoMy Wm3gaHmo nepsovt «Kpurtukm». (2) Tak-
JKe MOXKHO HaViTW pasjifndue B TOM, KaKoe MeCTO
KanT omnpeperisger TpaHClleHAeHTaIbHON PUIIO-
codpum Bo Bcelt cucteMe ustocodpun. B To Bpe-
M4 Kak B «KpuTuke umcToro pasyma» oHa COCTaB-
JIgeT OHY U3 YacTell MeTapu3VKI B Oojlee y3KOM
IIOHVIMaHWMV, TO €CThb TeOpPeTHYecKOoV 4YacTu Me-
Tadpvsuk — Metadmsuky apupons! (Tam xe), B
«[TporreromeHax» TpaHCIIeHAeHTaIbHasA (PUIIOCO-
dus morpKHa HIpeqlnecTBoBaTh JIF0OOM MeTadu-
suke (AA 04, S. 279; Kant 19948, c. 32—33). Takum
oOpasoM, 3[1ech eCcThb KaKOWI-TO apXMUTeKTOHMYe-
CKMI IVICCOHAHC 11 HeOoIIpele/IeHHOCTh B TIOHVIMa-
HUM MeCTa TpaHCIleHeHTaIbHO driocodpum B

CTPyKType dprtocodpum.
Bo-6mopuix, B iocitemyrommx aAyx «Kpurmkax»

® DTOT BOIPOC CTaBUTCH, KaK MOXXHO IIPEOIIOIOXWUTD
vcxonsa m3 mmcbMa Kanta Iepiy ot 21.02.1772 1. (cM.:
AA 10, S. 130), Ha ¢doHe OOIIEN SMIMCTEMOIIOIMYECKON
po0sIeMbl COOTBETCTBVSL IIPEAMETOB U IIpelCTaBIeHNIT
(cm.: Karpeuko, 2020).

10 Kax s m1okasajl, TepMWUH «TpaHCLIeHIeHTalIbHas (PrIo-
codmsi» obo3Hadal paHee onToIOrMIO. Tereps xe KaHT
IIPOCUT TIOHVMATh OHTOJIOTMIO KaK TPaHCIeH/IeHTallb-
HyIO Qwiocodnio B HOBOM cMbiciie. O COOTHOIIEHUM
OHTOJIOTMV VI TPaHCLIeHIeHTaIbHO Pry1ocodmm cM. 3a-
MeduaHWe B TPeThel YacTU STOVI CTaThU.
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is, he himself fumbles around its idea which he
had not yet finally clarified for himself in the
tirst Critique. I will briefly explain why.

First, there is a difference between how
Kant sets up transcendental philosophy and
its attitude to metaphysics in the first Critique,
on the one hand, and in the Lectures on Meta-
physics of 1782/83 and the Prolegomena, on the
other. (1) In the lectures and in the Prolegome-
na the goal of transcendental philosophy boils
down to one question: How are a priori synthet-
ic judgements possible? (cf. V-Met/Mron, AA 29,
p- 788; Kant, 1997, p. 143; Prol, AA 04, p. 276;
Kant, 2002, p. 72).° Kant noticed that in his crit-
ical version of ontology, i.e. in his transcen-
dental philosophy,' this is the key question in
the analysis of the understanding and reason
“in a system of all concepts and principles that
are related to objects in general” (KrV, A 845 /
B 873; Kant, 1998, p. 698). And this was then re-
flected in the Introduction to the second edition
of the first Critique. (2) One can also discern a
difference in how Kant determines the place of
transcendental philosophy in the entire system
of philosophy. Whereas in the Critique of Pure
Reason it constitutes one part of metaphysics
in a more narrow meaning, i.e. the theoretical
part of metaphysics, the metaphysics of nature
(KrV, A 845 / B 873; Kant, 1998, p. 699); in the
Prolegomena transcendental philosophy must
precede any metaphysics (Prol, AA 04, p. 279;
Kant, 2002, p. 75). In other words, there is an
architectonic discord and uncertainty in under-
standing the place of transcendental philoso-
phy in the structure of philosophy.

9 As Kant's letter to Herz of 21 February 1772 suggests
(see Br, AA 10, p. 130), this question is raised against
the background of the general epistemological problem
of the congruence of objects and representations (see
Katrechko, 2020).

1 As I have shown, the term “transcendental
philosophy previously meant ontology. Now Kant urges
understanding ontology as transcendental philosophy
in a new meaning. On the relationship between ontology
and transcendental philosophy, see the note in the third
part of this article.



HaOJTIOAIOTCS HEKOTOPbIe 3HAYMMBble VI3MEHEeHVIs,
KoTopble KaHT BHOCUT B M3HaAYaJIbHBIN IIaH IT0-
HVUMaHMS WIeN TPaHCILeHIeHTaIbHOM (PrIoco-
dvm. B «KpuTnke uncroro pasyma» cpasy B He-
cKortbKmx MecTax (A 15 / B 29, A 845 / B 873; Kawr,
2006a, c. 83, 1057) KaHT OTHOCUT TpaHCLIEHIEH-
TaJIBHYI0 PVITOCOVIO MCKITIOUMTEIIBHO K Teope-
THgecKon pvtocodn, TO ecThb B Hell UIIeT pedub 00
aTrpVIOPHBIX TIOHSATUX M IIPUHIINMIIAX MBIIIIIEHS,
OTHOCSIIIVIXCS K TI03HaHMIO Ipupoasl. Ho yunrsl-
Bas, YTO IJIABHBIVI BOIIPOC TPaHCIIEHIEHTAIBHON
dwtocopmt — 3TO BOIIPOC O BO3SMOXXHOCTM CUH-
TeTUYEeCKMX CYXXIeHUN allpropy, BO BHMUMaHMe
TIora/faeT M KaTeropydecKnil MMIlepaTuB. Yke B
«OCHOBOIIOJIOKeHMM K MeTadpv3ViKe HPaBOB» OH
HpefiCTaB/IsieTcsl KaK CUHTeTUYecKoe CyxXKIeHue
arpropy, Tak KaK B HEM COeIVHSIIOTCS BOJIS U [IeVi-
CTBUIE HE3aBUCUMO OT KaKMX-JIM0O CKIIOHHOCTEV, a
TOJIBKO OJIarofapsi pyKOBOICTBY CO CTOPOHBI Ve
pasyMa, VIMEIOITETO «IIOJIHYIO BJIaCTh Hajl, BCeMMU
CyOBEKTMBHBIMM  IIOOYIMTEIBHBIMU  ITPUYVHA-
Mm» (AA 04, S. 420 Anm.; KanT 1994r, c. 194 npu-
Mew.). [ToHMMast, 9TO 37ech Toxke TpebyeTcs TpaHC-
IleH/IeHTaJIbHBIV aHasn3, KaHT fgae 1mymart o ToM,
4TOOBI BHEOPUTH «KPUTHKY IIPaKTIIeCcKOro pasy-
Ma» BO BTOpoe m3rnaHme «KpuTukm 4mctoro pasy-
Ma» (cM.: Forster, 2015, S. 2322). Ho Bckope OH ITo-
HsIJI, UTO ¥ B HAaIIeVl 3CTeTMYeCKOV CIIOCOOHOCTM
CY)XXIIeHMsI TaK)Ke eCTh CMHTeTUYeCKUI ITPVHIINIT
arpriopyl, TIOCKOJIBKY MBI TOBOPVM O IIPeKpacHOM
C IIpUTSA3aHMEM, YTO BCe COITIAcATCS C HaIlVIM CY-
XaeHvieM. To ecTb KpUTHMKa 3CTETIYECKOVI CIIOCO0-
HOCTU CYXXIEeHUs «IIepeBOAUT MX (3CTeTrdecKye
cyxneHns.— M. J1) B TpaHClleHIIeHTaIbHYIO Pu-
socodmro» (AA 05, S. 266; KanT, 2001, c. 307), v mo-
3TOMY «3ajlada KPUTMKI CIIOCOOHOCTV CY>KIIeHWS
OTHOCHUTCS K O0I1IeVt IIpo0iieMe TpaHCIeHIeHTaIb-
HOV prytocodpum: KaK BO3MOXKHBI allpVIOpHbIe CHH-
TeTmueckne cyxaeHmsa?» (AA 05, S. 289; Kanr, 2001,
c. 365). TakuM 00pa3oM, KOHIIENT TpaHCIIeH/IeH-
TaJIbHOV (PryI0coum MO CpaBHEHMUIO C M3Havdalb-
HBIM IUIAHOM Bce Oostee 11 Ooslee pacImpsieTcs.
B-mpemvux, HabmromaioTcss M OOIBIIVE T3Me-
HeHwus B «Opus postumumy», riae Kaurt coemymsi-
eT TpaHCIIeHJIeHTaJIbHyI0 PrjIocodpuio ¢ Teopu-

M. Lewin

Second, in the two following Critiques there
are some significant changes which Kant in-
troduced to the initial plan of interpretation of
transcendental philosophy. In the Critique of
Pure Reason, in several places (cf. KrV, A 15 /
B 29; A 845 / B 873; Kant, 1998, p. 135, 698),
Kant includes the whole of transcendental phi-
losophy in theoretical philosophy, i.e. it has
to do with a priori concepts and principles of
thought pertaining to the cognition of nature.
But since the main question of transcendental
philosophy is the question of the possibility of
a priori synthetic judgements, the categorical
imperative also comes within his purview. Al-
ready in The Metaphysics of Morals it is present-
ed as a synthetic a priori judgement because it
combines will and action independently from
any inclinations, and solely through the guid-
ance of the idea of reason, which has “com-
plete control over all subjective motives” (GMS,
AA 04, p. 420n; Kant, 1996, p. 72n). Realising
that here too transcendental analysis was called
for, Kant was even thinking of incorporating
the Critique of Practical Reason into the second
edition of the Critique of Pure Reason (Forster,
2015, p. 2322). But before long he realised that
our aesthetic faculty of judgement also involves
the synthetic a priori principle, inasmuch as we
speak about beauty, assuming that everyone
agrees with our judgement. In other words,
critique of the aesthetic power of judgement
“transposes them [aesthetic judgements —
M. L.] into transcendental philosophy” (KU,
AA 05, p. 266; Kant, 2000, p. 149), which is why
“the problem of the critique of the power of
judgement belongs under the general problem
of transcendental philosophy: How are synthet-
ic a priori judgements possible?” (KU, AA 05,
p- 289; Kant, 2000, p. 169). Thus, the concept
of transcendental philosophy becomes broader
and broader compared to the initial plan.

Third, major changes are observed in Opus
postumum, where Kant combines transcen-
dental philosophy with the theory of self-de-
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et caMooripenernieHus [Selbstsetzung]: «I'paHciifen-
HeHTabHas): dpwilocodnsa] ecTp aKT CO3HAHMS,
IIOCPEeICTBOM KOTOPOTO CYOBEKT CO3[aeT caMOro
cebs» (AA 21, S. 78; Kanrt, 2000, c. 563).

Kak mpr BuzmmM, y Kanrta Bce mpowcxomur
VIMEHHO TaK, KaK OH OITMCHIBaeT B CBOEM «YUeHUM
o Metope». TpaHcleHOeHTalIbHON ustocodpum
HeJIb3s1 J1aTh OKOHYATeJIbHOe OIIpeiesieH1te, II0TOo-
My YTO 3TO allpVMOpHOe TIOHSTHE, KOTOpOoe OIIpe-
HeJISIeTCs TOJIBKO Iy TeM SKCIIO3VIINI HEKOTOPBIX
371eMeHTOB. V] 3TOT KOHIIENT allpuopu B dpopme
TpaHCLIeHAeHTaJIbHO dviocopum — apXuTek-
TOHMYeCKasl Vies. A apXUTeKTOHWYeCKue WIeu
He OTOXIECTBJISIOTCS C VX OIMCAHVEM, BCe OITca-
HMs — CKOpee JIMIIIb IIOIBITKY YBUIEThb MX B IIpa-
BUJIBHOM cBeTe. CBOVIMY ITOITBITKaM¥ OIIPeesTNTh
¥ pa3paboTarh VeasIbHBINI KOHIIENT TPaHCIIeH-
HeHTaIbHOM pvytocodrm KaHT mitet m passuBa-
€T CBOVI IIPOEKT, BHOCS, eCJIV IIOCYMTaTh, MVIHV-
MYM IISITh KOPPEKTMPOBOK B M3HAYaIbHBIV IUIAH.

3. Hayuno-miporpaMmmarmn4ecKoe
IOHMMaHMe TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHOM
dnnocodpnn

Kax Mbl Bupienm, TpaHCIleHAeHTaIbHas puio-
codust He nosiBmiiack y Kanta xak AdnHa 13 ro-
JIOBBI 3eBca, cpasy 3peJIon 1 BOOpy KeHHo!. Adu-
Ha y>Ke ObljIa 710 HETO — 3TO ObliIa «TpaHCIIeH IeH-
TasibHasA pviocoduisd ApeBHVIX», TO eCTh OHTOJIO-
rud, KoTopyro KaHT melTasicd yjIydiimuTb, BHOCS
P ISMeHeHWVI B IIepBOHavYaIbHbBIV IU1aH. TpaHc-
LeH/IeHTaJIbHas pritocodus IIpeJIcTaBIIsgeTcs, Ta-
KM 00pa3oM, X1Bovi (prytocodpcKovt ITporpaMmont
B cocTosiHMM paspabotkut. ITpu sTom KaHT pyko-
BOJZICTBOBAJICS COOCTBEHHOV ITPOrpaMMaTI4ecKor
MeTadrocodmert 11 cOOCTBEHHOV MeTOI0JIor et
cos3maHus U pasBUTUA PUIOCOPCKMUX ITPOEKTOB,
OCHOBBIBasICh Ha MEHTaJIMCTCKMUX IOHATHAX. O0-
patasics K drtocodpmnt Hayku Jlakaroca v mosib-
3ysiCb €ro MHCTPyMeHTapVieM, MOXHO IIOfTBep-
AUTH OOIIMe MeTOHOJIOTYecKye IIpeiCTaBIeH s
KamnTa 1 omvcaTh pasBuTHe TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOM
dnocodpum Ooriee UETKMMY TEXHUIECKVIMM II0-
HATUAMY, KOTOpbiX v KaHTa emre He 6but0. XOTS

termination [Selbstsetzung]: “Transcendental
philosophy is the act of consciousness where-
by the subject becomes the originator of itself”
(OP, AA 21, p. 78; Kant, 1993, p. 245).

We see that with Kant everything hap-
pens exactly as he describes in his “Doctrine of
Method.” No final definition of transcenden-
tal philosophy is possible because it is an a pri-
ori concept which is defined only through the
exposition of some of its elements. And this a
priori concept in the form of transcendental phi-
losophy is an architectonic idea. Architectonic
ideas are not identified with their descriptions,
all the descriptions are rather attempts to see
them in the correct light. In his attempts to de-
fine and work out an ideal concept of transcen-
dental philosophy Kant seeks and develops his
project, introducing at least five adjustments to
the initial plan.

3. Scientific-Programmatic
Understanding of Transcendental
Philosophy

As we have seen, Kant’s transcendental phi-
losophy did not come out of Zeus’s head like
Athena, mature and in full armour. Athena
existed before him in the shape of the “tran-
scendental philosophy of the ancients”, i.e.
ontology, which Kant tried to improve by in-
troducing a number of changes into the ini-
tial plan. Thus, transcendental philosophy
is a living philosophical programme, work-
in-progress. Kant had his own programmat-
ic metaphilosophy and his own methodology
of creating and developing philosophical pro-
jects based on mentalist concepts. Turning
to Lakatos’s philosophy of science and using
his toolkit, we can corroborate Kant’s general
methodological ideas and describe the devel-
opment of transcendental philosophy in clear-
er technical terms which Kant did not have.
Although Lakatos (1978c, p. 139) who, to use
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JIakaToca, pa3Oy>KeHHOro, IO ero COOCTBEHHBIM
crtoaM, [lonmepoM OT AOrMaTI4Yeckoro cHa rere-
JIBSTHCTBA, B KOTOPOM OH Haxommyicsi okosio 20 jiet
(cm.: Lakatos, 1978, p. 139), MOXXHO OTHeCTM K He-
OIIO3UTMBI3MY, €r0 YTOHUEHHBIVI BapMaHT daib-
cuduKaumoHn3Ma U ero MHQPOPMUPOBAaHHOCTD
B pasHBIX HallpaBJleHMsAX pustocodnn HamT ero
IIPOEKTY OIlpelielIeHHble ITpenMyIriecTBa. Kak oH
coobraer B «PastbcuduKamMm 1 MeTOIOJIOTMN
HayYHO-VICCIIeIoBaTeNIbCKIX ITporpaMmM»  (Jlaka-
Toc, 20086, c. 342), ero dustocodus coenmHseT
Tpu Tpaguiyu: (1) amnupucmcekyio, KoTopast Mcxo-
IIVT VI3 TOTO, YTO Hallle II03HaHVe 3aBUCUT OT OIIbI-
Ta; (2) KAHMUAHCKY0, Y KOTOPOVL MOXXHO Hay4MUTh-
Csl aKTMBVICTCKOMY IIOIIXOAY K TeOpmM ITO3HAHWS,
u (3) xonbenyuonarucmcekyio, KoTopas MHPOPMU-
PyeT O 3HaueHUW MpedBapWUTeIbHBIX MeTOOJIO-
IMYecKmX pereHn . To ecTh, eciv BEpUTh CJI0BaM
JTakaroca, OfTHa 13 TPeX COCTaBJISIONIVIX €r0 MeTO-
ZIOTIOT MV OIIperieristeTcsl (POPMOVT MBIIIITIEHWS, VIC-
xopstten n3 dutocodprn Kanra. Ha mont B3z,
vMeeTCs Pzl PaKTOPOB, KOTOPBIE AeTIaf0T METOIO-
jorvio Jlakaroca mpuiBiieKaTesIbHOV IS IIpVIMe-
HeHVIS B o0tacT pvytocodmvt v A1 TIOHMMAHS
IIPOr paMMBI TPaHCIIEHIEHTAITBHON PUITOCODUTL.
Bo-TiepBBIX, KaK 5 yIIOMVHAJI paHee, HEKOTOPbIe
dtocodsl TpodOBaIVI IIPUMEHSITh METOIOJIOI IO
KyHa B cdepe dpurocodpum (cm. Taxxe: Gakis, 2016),
HO ee BO3MOXKHOCTY OYeHb Or'paHIYeHBI 11 ee HeJlo-
CTaTOYHO I MMKpOaHa/IV3a OTIEeIbHBIX ITPOeK-
ToB. HayuHo-vccteoBaTetbckast mporpaMMaTiiKa
JIakaroca, B CBOIO O4epellb, OblIa VCIIOJIb30BaHA B
peJIIoBeieH Ny, JINTepaTypOBeIeHN 1 SKOHO-
Muke (cm.: Murphy, 1999; Black, 2003; Backhouse,
1998). OHa [maeT BO3MOXHOCTb OCO3HATh JIOTMIKY
PasBUTIIS, YCOBEPIIEHCTBOBAHISL M PacIiaia Hayd-
HBIX IIPOTrPaMM ¥ TIOHSATH VX BHYTPEHHIOI CTPYK-
Typy. Vicxoma w3 meTtomororuu Jlakaroca MOXHO
TIOIBITAThCS CIeJIaTh HaOPOCOK 11 IIpOorpaMMaTirde-
ckon Metadpmstocodpum (cm.: Lewin, 2021). Cam Jla-
KaTOC He OrPaHMYIVBAII CBOV VICCIIE[IOBAHVIS BOITPO-
caMM eCTeCTBeHHBIX HayK. Ecyiv BHUIMaTeIbHO 13y-
YUTB €ro pabOThI, TO MOXKHO YBUIIETb, UTO 151 HETO
€CTb He TOJIBKO, K ITprMepYy, (pr3rrdecKrie 1 MaTeMa-
TUYeCcKVe, HO 1 MeTapv3mdecKite, MapKCUCTCKIIE,
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his own words, had been awakened by Pop-
per from the dogmatic slumber of Hegelianism
in which he remained for twenty years, can be
seen as a neo-positivist, his sophisticated fal-
sificationism and his familiarity with various
philosophical movements, lend his project cer-
tain advantages. As he reports in Falsification
and the Methodology of Scientific Research Pro-
grammes (Lakatos, 1978a, p. 38), his philoso-
phy combines three traditions: (1) the empiricist,
which proceeds on the basis that our cognition
depends on experience; (2) the Kantian, from
which one can learn an activist approach to the
theory of cognition and (3) the conventionist,
which stresses the significance of prior method-
ological decisions. In other words, to listen to
Lakatos, one of the three components of his
methodology uses the form of thought go-
ing back to the philosophy of Kant. I am of the
opinion that there are a number of factors that
make Lakatos’s methodology attractive for use
in philosophy and for understanding the pro-
gramme of transcendental philosophy.

First, as I have mentioned, some philoso-
phers tried to use Kuhn’s methodology in the
sphere of philosophy (see also Gakis, 2016), but
its potential is very limited and it is not suffi-
cient for micro-analysis of individual projects.
Lakatos’s methodology of scientific research
programmes, in turn, has been used in reli-
gious and literary studies and in economics (cf.
Murphy, 1999; Black, 2003; Backhouse, 1998).
It gives insights into the logic of the develop-
ment, improvement, and degradation of scien-
tific programmes and into their inner structure.
Proceeding from the methodology of Lakatos
we can try to make a sketch of programmatic
metaphilosophy (Lewin, 2021). Lakatos him-
self did not confine his research to questions
of the natural sciences. An attentive perusal of
his works will show that he was interested not
only in physical and mathematical, but also in
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IICVIXOAHAJIMTUYECKIE, STUUYeCKMe, ICTeTIYecKe,
Hay4JHO-TeopeTuYecKre ¥ Hay4HO-MCTOpUYecKe
Hay4HO-VICCIIe]oBaTe/IbCKIe IIporpaMMel (cM.: Jla-
karoc, 20080, c. 281—284, 347—349, 359—360; Jla-
karoc, 2008a, c. 260—264; Lakatos, 1978, p. 151—
153; Lakatos, 1968 —1969, p. 177—181). D10 cBA3aHO
C oIperie/IeHHbIM KpUTepreM JleMapKaliiy HayKu
OT IICeBIOHAYKM, IIpeIoykeHHBIM J]akaTocoM B Ka-
4JecTBe YIJIyUllleHHOrO BapyaHTa IIpyHIINIa ¢dajib-
cudukarmm [onmepa. Korga Met mymaeM o jtorvike
Hay4YHBIX VCCIIeZIOBAHMI, TO YacTO IIpefiCcTaBiIsgeM
KaKye-TO OT/eJIbHBbIe TeOpuy, KOTOpble BBbIIBUTA-
I0TCcd ydeHbIMI. Ha camoMm ke fesie Bce BBIIBUHY-
ThIe TeOpUV HaxXOHAATCS B apryMeHTallVIOHHOV 1ie-
TIOYKe, COCTOSIIIEN M3 11eJIOro Habopa TeopeTude-
CKMX 271eMeHTOB. To eCcThb B HayKax MbI B II€PBYIO
ouepezlb MMeeM JIeJIo C psafaMu Teopuit. P teo-
pUV KOHCTUTYHUpyeT To, uTo JlakaTroc HasbIBaeT
«Hay4HO-VICCIIe/IOBaTeIbCKOM  ITPOrpaMMOi». DTa
KOHIIEIIIINS JTIaeT HOBbIE BO3MOXXHOCTVI TIOHSTE Ha-
yKy. Benb Terepp TpeOyeTcsi onvchIBaTh He OIHY
TEOPUIO, a B3aMOCBsI3aHHBIE psIbl Teopuit. Eciam
OIHy TeOpuIo, KaK JfyMaeT HauBHBIV dasibcudm-
KaIIVMOHVCT, MOXXHO OITPOBEPrHYTb, AMIIVMpUYe-
CKM JIOKa3aB, UTO OHA He BepHa, TO 3TO CTAHOBUT-
Cs1 CJIOXKHee, KOTZla MBI VIMeeM JIeJIO C IIeJTBIM PSIoM
Teopuit. Bempb ecsivt orpoBeprHyTH KaKyIO-TO OHY
TEOPUIO, IPyTVie CBSI3aHHBIe C HeVl TeOPUY BCe ellle
MOT'YT OBITH HPaBWIBHBIMI, TO €CTh IIpOrpaMMa
MOXXET IIepeXXITh YacTUUHbIe OITPOBEP)KEHVIS V1 BCe
paBHO pasBuBaTbcs Jasibie. ITpy 3ToM, Kak Ipa-
BIJIO, IIPOrPpaMMBbI TaK VIV VIHa4e pa3BUBAIOTCS B
«OKeaHe aHOMa/ITI» 1 HecooTBeTCTBUM (JIakaroc,
20086, c. 361—364; Lakatos, 1978, p. 149—150).

Kaxk 3ameuaer JIakaToc, cTonT pasimdarh Ipo-
IrpaMMBI, MOTOPOM KOTOPBIX SIBJISIETCSI SMIIIpIIYe-
CKasi IIporpeccusi, OT TeX, B KOTOPBIX BaKHee Teo-
peTwyeckmit pocT 1 passuTie. Hamprmvep, B MeTa-
dmsmaeckon mporpamme (Jlakaroc cam gaeT Takom
IIpyMep, onmpasich Ha [lekapTa), KOTopasi paccMa-
TPUBaeT MUP B KadecTBe MexaHWM3Ma, paboTaro-
IIero Kak yachl, I7ie Kakasd JeTajab MMeeT KaKo-
e-To (pr3mdecKoe 3HaUeH Ve ¥ B3aVIMOOTHOITIEHVIE C
APYTVIMU, TEOPETUUECKIUT IIPOLIeCC PasBUTS Kpe-
aTVBHBIX TEOPUV ¥ OHMCaHWMV HAaMHOIO BakHee,
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metaphysical, Marxist, psycho-analytical, ethi-
cal, aesthetic, scientific-theoretical and scientif-
ic-historical research programmes (cf. Lakatos,
1978a, pp. 8-9, 41-42, 47-48; 1978b, pp. 131-134;
1978¢c, pp. 151-153; 1968, pp. 177-181). This
has to do with a certain criterion of demarca-
tion of science from pseudo-science, proposed
by Lakatos as an improved variant of Pop-
per’s principle of falsification. When we think
about the logic of scientific research we often
have in mind individual theories put forward
by scientists. In reality, all the proposed theo-
ries are parts of an argument chain consisting
of a whole set of theoretical elements, i.e. in sci-
ence we have above all sets of theories. A set
of theories constitutes what Lakatos calls “a
scientific research programme”. This concept
offers new opportunities of understanding sci-
ence. Now one has to describe not one theory,
but interconnected sets of theories. While one
theory, as a naive falsificationist thinks, can be
refuted by empirically proving its fallacy, the
same is more difficult to accomplish if we deal
with a whole set of theories. For while refut-
ing one theory, other theories connected with it
may still be valid, i.e. the programme can sur-
vive partial refutations and continue to devel-
op. As a rule, programmes develop, in one way
or another, in “an ocean of anomalies” and dis-
crepancies (cf. Lakatos, 1978a, pp. 48-50; 1978c,
pp- 149-150).

Lakatos distinguishes programmes driven
by empirical progressions from those in which
theoretical growth and development are para-
mount. For example, in the metaphysical pro-
gramme (Lakatos cites this example following
Descartes) which sees the world as a clockwork
mechanism in which every part has physical
significance and correlates with other parts, the
theoretical process of developing creative theo-
ries and descriptions is far more important than



ueM sMIvprdeckyie Haxogku (cm.: Lakatos, 1968 —
1969, p. 177—181)"". OnrpoBepruys KaKOv-TO SMIIV-
prdeckmii aKT, ONVICAHHBIV B 3TOV IIPOrpaMMe,
ee caMy He OITpoBeprHyTh. OHa MOXeT pacIiacTbCs
U TIOTePATh 3HAYVMMOCTB, eCJIV OyeT IIOXO OIV-
CbIBaTh (PaKTHI ¥ aHOMaJIMM (B TOM UMCIIe Teope-
TUYeCK/ie HeCOOTBETCTBS), KOTOpble He BIIVCHI-
BalOTCS B ee KapTUHY Mupa. Ho orrposeprayTs ee
OIHVIM YAApOM, TOKa3aB, YTO KaKOVI-TO IIpVIMep He
CXOIMTCS C OIVICAaHVEM, HEBO3MOXKHO. B cxemy Ta-
KVX PSIOB TEOPWUI JOJDKHA aHAJIOTMYHO II0IAcTh
U IIporpaMMa TpaHCLIeHAeHTaIbHON priocodmn.
OHa sBjIgeTCS Hay4YHOV B TOM CMBICTIE, UYTO B Hell
€CThb TeopeTmdecKasi IIporpeccyisi, Kakue-To Iaru
u caBuru okyca (Kak s Oommcasl BblIle), BeJly-
IVie K HaKOIUIEHWIO 3HaHM. [Tpy 9ToM, OCKOTb-
Ky TPaHCLIEHAEHTaJINV VIIITYTCS B CO3HAHWUM, a He
B O0BEKTaX, IMEeTCS VI AMIIVIpIYecKas 01 IIpo-
IrpaMMBl — TEOPUM O CIIOCOOHOCTSAX U paKTax Cco-
3HaHMSI MOTYT OBITh BOCIIPOM3BENIeHBI U MIHTPO-
CIIEKTVIBHO ITPOBEpPeHBbI (IopolOHee 00 3TOM CM.:
Lewin, 2021). Tak e n misa KanTa TpaHcriieHaeH-
TaIbHast PvI0cos SIBJIIeTCs HayKOV, OCOOeHHO
B IIepCIIEKTVBE TEOPETIYEeCKOV IIPOrpeccuys, Io-
CKOJIBKY OHa BBIIIOJIHSIET OCHOBHBIE TpeOOBaHMS:
palOHaIbHO-CCTEMATITYeCKOe Pas3BUTHIE TTO3Ha-
HWVI IIPOVI3BOAMTCS TI0 OIpefieJIeHHOMY MeTOIy B
COOTBETCTBUVI C PACKPBIBAOIIEVICS apXUTEKTOHVI-
YeCKOVI VizieeVt VI OOIIVIMY LIeJISIMUL pasyMa'?.
Bo-BTOPBIX, IOMMMO OTKPBITOCTV B KOHTEKCTE
ZleMapKalluy, TO eCThb BO3MOXXHOCTW IIPUIEPXKU-
BaThCS YaCTVYHO OIIPOBEPTHYTOV VICCIIeIOBATE b~
CKOVI ITIPOTrpaMMBI, eCTh ellle Tpu pakTopa, KOTo-
pBle IearoT MeToposioryio Jlakaroca IpuiBiieKa-
TeJIBHOV JIJIs1 ITPVMIMeHeH s B 00r1acTy dovytocodpmnt.
[Tpex/e Bcero MeTONOJIOTMS HAyYHO-VCCIIEIOBA-

' Hackonbko JIakaToc OeCTBUTEIFHO CUYUTAI CBOIO
HporpaMMaTHKy IIPMMEHMMON K MeTadum3nIecKuM Teo-
pyvsIM, TPyAHO cKasaTk. [TockoiIbKy (POKyC ero mcciienosa-
HUN HallpaBJjIeH Ha MaTeMaTlKYy V1 eCTeCTBeHHbIe HayKW,
11ocsie 3Toro npmmMepa 1968 r. on MoyrunT 0 MetadmsMKe.
TeMm He MeHee 3Ta MBICIIb VIMEETCSI, M ee MOXKHO ITPO0JI-
JKUTB I10 aHJIOIMN C SCTETMYECKMMV, STUIeCKUMI U Ip.
IporpaMMamMy, KOTOpble OH OCMBICIISUI 11 KOTOpbIe HaXo-
ISITCH 3a IIpefie/IaMy eCTECTBEHHBIX HayK.

2 TlogpoOHnee o nonvmManwy Haykn y Kanra cm.: (Sturm,
2009, S. 128 —182).
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empirical finds (Lakatos, 1968, pp. 177-181).!!
A programme cannot be refuted by refuting an
empirical fact described in this programme. It
can fall apart and become irrelevant if it poor-
ly describes facts and anomalies (including the-
oretical discrepancies) which do not fit into its
picture of the world. But it cannot be refuted
in one stroke, by proving that an example does
not match the description. Similarly, the pro-
gramme of transcendental philosophy should
be included in the scheme of such sets of theo-
ries. It is scientific in the sense that it has theo-
retical progression, steps and problem shifts (as
I have described above) which lead to the ac-
cumulation of knowledge. Because transcenden-
talia are looked for in mind and not in objects,
the programme has an empirical part, i.e. the-
ories of the faculties and facts of mind that can
be reproduced and introspectively verified.'
Likewise for Kant, transcendental philosophy
is a science, especially in terms of theoretical
progression, insofar as it meets the main re-
quirements: rational-systemic development of
knowledge follows a certain method in accord-
ance with the unfolding architectonic ideas and
general goals of reason.”

Second, in addition to openness in the con-
text of demarcation, i.e. the possibility of
adhering to a partially refuted research pro-
gramme, there are three further factors that
make Lakatos’s methodology attractive for use
in philosophy. First of all, the scientific research
programme methodology, unlike Kuhn’s pro-

' Whether Lakatos really considered his programmatics
to be applicable to metaphysical theories, it is hard to
say. Because the focus of his research is on mathematics
and natural sciences he is silent on metaphysics after
this 1968 example. Nevertheless, the idea is there and
it can be pursued by analogy with the aesthetic, ethical
and other programmes which he studied and which are
outside the natural sciences.

2 For more on this see Lewin (2021).

13 For more on Kant’s view of science see Sturm (2009,
pp. 128-182).
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TeJILCKMX IIPOrpaMM, B OTJIYMe OT IIporpaMmaTy-
Kk KyHa, MoXeT ObITh MCIIOJIB30BaHa KaK Ha Ma-
KpO-, TaK ¥ Ha MUKPOYPOBHSIX VCCIIe[IOBaHMs Ha-
ykn. Kak y KanTa ecTp apxurekToHMYecKas mies
BCeVl HayKM B 11eJIoM, Tak 1 y Jlakaroca Hayka B Iie-
JIOM MOXeT OBbITh IIpeficTaB/IeHa KaK OlHa OrPOM-
Hasl MccilejoBaTesIbcKas mporpaMma (cm.: Lakatos,
1978, p. 47). Kax y KanTa ecTh ypoBHM B paMKax
IpeJICcTaBJIeH VI 11eJIOCTHOV Hay Ky, KOTOPBbIM COOT-
BeTCTBYIOT VZIeV OTeJIbHBIX HayK, JIBVDKeHVIS BHY-
TP HayK M IIPOeKThI BHYTPW HIX, TaK 1 y Jlakarto-
ca Lellb TeOPWVL, C pa3BUTVIEM KOTOPOV pacTeT BCs
HayKa, COCTOUT W13 OTHe/IbHBIX OoJlee MM MeHee
OOIIBIINIX PSAIOB TEOPUIL. DTO HAIIOMVHAET MOJIeIb
MaTpelIKIL: B VICCIIeOBaTeIbCKOVI IIporpaMMe «Ha-
yKa» HaXo[sTcd Oojiee 1 MeHee KOHKpeTHBIe ViC-
cJlefioBaTeIIbCKyie IPOrpaMMBbl BIUIOTH 10 OTHENIb-
HBIX TeopeTmdecknx Mopestert. CortacHo Jlakaro-
Cy, MOXXHO, HaIIpMMep, CKas3aTh, YTO KaHTOBCKasl
Teopus pasyMa Kak MCTOYHUK WIell — 3TO Hayd-
HO-VICCIIeioBaTesIbcKasl IIporpaMMa, HaxodaIasics
B IIporpaMMe TpaHClIeHIeHTaJIbHOV drstocodu,
KOTOpasi, B CBOIO Ouepe[lb, COIEPKIUTCS B IIpOrpaM-
Me MeTapM3MKI B HIVMPOKOM CMBICIIe, BXOIISIIIEN B
nporpaMMmy «pniocodnis», KOTopasi, B CBOIO Oue-
penp, BKJIIOUeHa B IIPorpamMMy «HayKa.
B-Tpetbux, JlakaToc Tak e 4eTKO oIpesieisier
COCTaBHBIe YacTM VCCIIeJOBATeIILCKMX IIPOrPaMM.
B mx ocHOBe JIeXWUT TakK Ha3bIBaeMOE <KEeCTKOe
ApO», COCTOsIIIIee 13 HEKOTOPBIX OCHOBHBIX ITPe]l-
IOJIOKeHUVI, KOTOpble OCHOBaTeJIV MJIV YYacTHU-
KV Hay4HOT'O IIpOoeKTa XOTST BO YTO ObI TO HM CTa-
JIO YKPeluThb ¥ Pa3BUTh [I0 IOJIHOLIEHHOVI Teope-
TUYeCKOV CUCTeMBL. 3aKOH I'paBUTaLI BMeCTe C
TpeMs 3aKOHaMW [BVDKEHWUSI — IIpUMep TaKoro
JKeCTKOI'O fAipa B HBIOTOHOBCKOW ITporpaMmme. Ta-
KIe sAapa, Kak ropoput Jlakaroc, He BO3HMKAIOT
Y3 HUOTKYZa, a IIPOXOAAT AOIIUIL IIpoliecc IIpod
u ommbok (JTakaroc, 20086, c. 361—362). TpaHc-
IIleHIeHTaIbHas prytocodmsi, Kak ObUIO ITOKas3a-
HO, TOXXe He IIOogBWIach M3 HUOTKY/a, a IIpou30-
11y1a 13 oHTosIormm. Crapasi OHTOJIOT Vs OCHOBBIBA-
Jlach Ha TeOpeTH4eCcKOM OCHOBaHWM, YTO eCTh Cy-
IlepKaTeropmu, M TpaHCIeHJeHTasIni, KOTOpble
MOYXHO HaWITV U BBISIBUTbH. KaKovi-To 371eMeHT 3TOM
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grammatics, can be used both at the macro-
and micro-levels of the analysis of science. Just
as Kant has an architectonic idea of science as
a whole, so with Lakatos (1978a, p. 47) science
as a whole can be represented as one huge re-
search programme. Just as Kant has levels in
the framework of science as a whole, matched
by the ideas of separate sciences, parts of
sciences and projects within them, so Lakatos’s
set of theories, whose development advances
science as a whole, consists of varying-size sets
of theories. It resembles the nestled doll (matry-
oshka) model: inside the research programme
called “science” there are more or less concrete
research programmes down to individual the-
oretical models. According to Lakatos, we can
say, for example, that Kant’s theory of reason
as a source of ideas is a research programme in-
side the programme of transcendental philoso-
phy, which, in turn, is inside the programme of
metaphysics in the broad sense, which is inside
the programme “philosophy”, which, in turn, is
inside the programme “science”.

Third, Lakatos also clearly defines the com-
ponents of research programmes. The “hard
core” consists of basic tenets which the found-
ers or participants of the research project are
determined to bolster and develop into a ful-
ly-fledged theoretical system. The gravitation
law with the three laws of motion is an exam-
ple of a hard core in Newton’s programme.
Such hard cores, according to Lakatos (1978a,
p- 48), do not appear out of nowhere, but are
arrived at through a long process of trial and
error. Transcendental philosophy, as shown
above, did not come out of nowhere, but is
derived from ontology. The old ontology was
based on a theoretical foundation, i.e. su-
per-categories, transcendentalia which can be
found and revealed. An element of such on-
tology has been preserved by Kant: he too is
looking for what may be called transcenden-



OHTOJIOrMM OcTasicss M Y KaHTa — OH TOXe MIIIeT,
MOYKHO CKa3aTh, TPAaHCIIEHIEeHTaINV, HO B CTIOCO0-
HOCTSIX HAIIlero CO3HaHMS. DTM TpaHCIIeHIeHTa-
JINVL Y HETO, eCJIVI MBI OCTaeMcsI Ha YpOBHe IIepBoVl
«KpuTHnkm», He 4TO MHOe, KaK allprOpHbIe 3Jle-
MEeHTBI HaIllero IO3HaHMS — YUCThle POPMBI CO-
3epraHms (BpeMs M IIPOCTPAHCTBO), KaTeropum 1
HIPVHIINIIBL paccyaKa 1 uaeu pasyma. OHTosIorms,
KaK OH mmIieT B ItepBot «Kputuike», MOXeT co-
CTOSITH TOJIBKO B aHaJIV3e 3TUX MOHSTU (A 247 /
B 303; KanT, 20064, c. 401)": m1pyt 5TOM MBI TOJIKHBI
VICXOIUTD He 13 IIPeIMeTOB, WIN «ObITHS», a py-
KOBOJICTBOBAThCs KOHIIEIITOM «IIpelIMeTa BOOOIIIe»
(A 845—846 / B 873—874; Kant, 2006a, c. 1057—
1059). DxcrosuIns Maeu TpaHCIieHIeHTaIbHOM
dwtocodpum, xkotopyto maet KaHT, ecTh Kak pa3s
TaKoe Jxectkoe A0po B IoHVMaHMM JlakaToca. Xots
OHO HaXOIWTCS B HEKOTOPOM JIBVDKEHWUV B ITOCTIE-
moyrommx pabotax Kanra, pagymkaabHO OHO He OT-

3 MoXHO OmMOOYHO MHPOYUTATh 3TO MECTO TakK, Kak
9TO Iperoaraercs repesogom: Oyaro KanT mpemiara-
€T 3aMEeHWUTb «TOPIoe VMs OHTOJIOTMN... CKPOMHBIM VIMe-
HeM IIPOCTOV aHaJIUTMKV YMCTOro paccyika». Hyxmo
oOpaTnTh BHMMaHNe Ha TO, YTO aKLIEHT B 3TOM IIpeiyIo-
JKeHWM [IeJIaeTcsl He Ha BO3MOXXHBIX Ha3BaHMSIX, a Ha CO-
Tlep>kaHuy oHTosIorvMn. Pycckmi miepeBort He oroOpakaeT
JIOTIYeCKOe 3HadeHVe HeOIIpedeJIeHHOIO apTUKIIL «ein-
er». «Der stolze Name einer Ontologie, welche...» MoxHO
OBUIO OBI IIEpeBeCcT KaK «T'OPJioe VIMSI TaKOV OHTOJIOTN,
KOTopasd...» (BMECTO aHaJIM3a YVMCTOrO pacCylKa IIPUTS-
3aeT Ha CO3JaHVe CUCTEeMBI M3 CMHTEeTUUEeCKIX II03HAH
a riori). To, 9TO ITOHMMAJIOCH TI0Z], OHTOJIOTVIEVI, MOXKET Te-
repb OBITH TOJIBKO aHAJIMTMKOV YMCTOro paccypka. Ilo-
3TOMY IOHATVE «OHTOJIOIMS» CTABUTCSI B CKOOKax 3a
TPaHCILIeH/IeHTAJIbHOV (prutocodmert B apXUTEKTOHMYe-
CKOM orIpeziesieHM yactent Metadpmsukn (A 845 / B 873;
Kant, 2006a, c. 1057; AA 29, S. 784—785), a To 1 BoOOI1IE
BMecTO Hee (A 846 / B 874; Kant, 2006a, c. 1059). ®okyc
VICCTIETOBAHVIS IIEPEHOCITCS Ha TO, KaK Tellepb IIOHIMAaTh
OHTOJIOI'MIO, & He Ha BOIIPOC O Ha3BaHWAX, XOTS aIbTep-
HaTVMBHOE IIOHSTIE «TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHas prtocodris»
He MOXXeT CBOOWUTBCS TOJIBKO K TEOPETMYEeCKOW YacTu
npoekra KaHTa, Kax 4 MoKa3al BO BTOPOVI 9acTV CTaTb.
Kaxk BbIpaxaetcss DrreHa dPukapa, «OHTOJIOIMS HOJDKHA
OBITh 3aMeHeHa TPaHCLeHIeHTIbHOM prytocodmert, HO
OHa OJHOBPEMEHHO V1 eCTh caMa JKe TpaHCLIeHIeHTaIbHas
dwocodpus» (Ficara, 2006, S. 11). ITonoxenne xe, 4To
TpaHCIeH/IeHTaIbHas prytocodpmsa «MpicmTess Kanrom
He B KauecTse oHTONIOrm» (Karpeuxo, 2020, c. 5), He oTo-
Opa’kaeT 3TOro 1 Iporiecca pasBurusi oHtosoruu. O 11o-
HMaHUM oHTOTormM y Kanra Taxke cm.: (Fulda, 1988).
OO0 mcropwn pasBUTHS HOHATHS «OHTONIOIMs» y KaHTa
cm.: (Rivero, 2014).
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talia in the faculties of our mind. With him,
if we remain at the level of the first Critique,
these transcendentalia are a priori elements of
our cognition, pure forms of intuition (time
and space), categories and principles of under-
standing and reason. Ontology, as he writes in
the first Critique, can consist only in the analy-
sis of these concepts (KrV, A 247 / B 303; Kant,
1998, pp. 358-359)'*: and we should proceed not
from objects, or ‘being” but from the concept of
“an object in general” (KrV, A 845-846 / B 873-
874; Kant, 1998, pp. 698-699). Kant’s exposition
of transcendental philosophy is precisely the
hard core as understood by Lakatos. Although
it undergoes some modifications in Kant’s sub-
sequent works, it is never radically rejected.
The hard cores Lakatos establishes subsequent-
ly are surrounded by a “protective belt” of the-
ories. An example of a protective belt theory
is Kant’s claim in Prolegomena that tradition-
al metaphysics since the time of Aristotle had
not moved even one step forward because no
synthetic a priori judgement from cosmology
or rational psychology had been proved (Prol,
AA 04, p. 368; Kant, 2002, pp. 156-157). In oth-
er words, to refute Kant’s hard core it has first

" It is important to understand the emphasis in the
original German of this passage: what was meant
by ontology earlier can now be only an analytic of
pure understanding. The concept of “ontology” is
put in brackets after or even instead of transcendental
philosophy in the architectonic explication of parts
of metaphysics (cf. KrV, A 845-846 / B 873-874; Kant,
1998, pp. 698-699, see also V-Met/Mron, AA 29, pp. 784-
785; Kant, 1997, pp. 140-141). The focus of the study
shifts to how to interpret ontology and not to the
question of names, although the alternative concept of
“transcendental philosophy” cannot be reduced to the
theoretical part of Kant’s project, as I have shown in the
second part of the article. According to Elena Ficara (2006,
p. 11), “ontology should be replaced by transcendental
philosophy, yet it is simultaneously itself transcendental
philosophy.” The proposition that Kant “does not think
of transcendental philosophy as ontology” (Katrechko,
2020, p. 5), fails to convey this and the process of the
development of ontology. On Kant's interpretation of
ontology see also Fulda (1988). On Kant’s view of the
development of the concept “ontology” see Rivero
(2014).
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Bepraercs. Takue sijipa, KOTOpble yCTaHaBJIVBaeT
JTaxaroc B gajibHerIIeM, OKpYy>KaroTcs PsiZIOM Teo-
pUV, 3aIIMIIAONINX VX TaK Ha3bIBaeMbIM 3aIllT-
HBIM nosicoM. IIpyMepoM Teopum M3 3aIIMTHOIO
rosica MOXeT ObITh yTBepXkieHue Kanra B «[Ipo-
JIleroMeHax», YTO TpaAuIIMOHHas MeTadusiKa co
BpeMeH ApVCTOTesIs H Ha IIIar He CABMHYJIaCh C
MecTa, TaK Kak ellle HY OITHO CHMHTeTUYecKoe Cy-
XKJIeHVe alipyopy, HallpyMep 13 KOCMOJIOTUM VTN
palLVIOHAJIBHOM TICMXOJIOTMY, He ObUIO JI0Ka3aHO
(AA 04, S. 368; KanT 19948, c. 134—136). To ecTs,
4uTOOBI OIIPOBEPTHYTH XXecTKoe snapo KaHta, cHa-
yajla HY>XHO JI0OKa3aTb, YTO CUHTETUYecKyue Cy-
JKIEeHW allpyopy, HaIlpyMep B KOCMOJIOT MY, BO3-
MOXXHBI, U1 IIPeIbsIBUTD JI0OKa3aTeJIbCTBa CyIIeCTBO-
BaHVIS TIOCTIETHEV HEeJTVIMOV YaCTUTIBI.
Crenyroniye 3j1eMeHTBl  VCCIIeIOBaTeIbCKIIX
nporpamm Jlakartoca — 370 (1) mosuTMBHAs U (2)
HeraTvBHas 3BpucTuKa. (1) B mosuTmsHOM 3BpU-
CTVIKe y4eHble pa3BOpauMBaioT ¥ CIelpuIIpYy-
IOT JKeCTKOe S7IpO. DTO KpeaTUBHBIVI aBTOHOMHBIVI
Hpollecc IUIaHWPOBaHMA ITPOeKTa, pellleHus 3a-
Iad 1 00paboTKM mpoldiieM, Tak cKas3aTh, B «0du-
ce TeopeTHKa». B TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHO (PVITOCO-
v nosuTMBHASA 3BPUCTMIKA HaXOIWUT BbIpake-
HVe B pa3sBopauvBaHNM ee men B xore «Kputukm
YMCTOTO pa3yMa», TO eCTb B aHaJIN3e allpUIOPHBIX
3JIeMeHTOB MO3HaHMsL. B «IIposileromeHax» MOXXHO
HaVITV KOHKPeTHBIV IUIaH U3 CeMU ITyHKTOB, I7ie
KanT onvceiBaeT, 4TO JOJDKHO WJIM JOIDKHO OBLIO
nponzonTu B nepsoit «Kputuke» (AA 04, S. 365;
Kant 19948, c. 131-132). (2) B HerarusHO 3BpU-
CTVIKe y4eHble He CTOJIIBKO PYKOBOICTBYIOTCS TIjIa-
HOM, CKOJIBKO pearupyloT Ha IOCTOSIHHO BO3HW-
KaloIye IpobsieMel 11 aHoMasmm. PerreHne mmpo-
OrieM ¥ TpyHAHOCTeV! IIpM 3TOM HallejleHO Ha To,
4TOOBI CllelaTh CBOIO IIPOrpaMMYy ellle CTaOwIb-
Hee 1 ycrieliiHee. B MeTadmsmueckmx mporpam-
Max aHOMaJIV BCTpedaloTCsi CKopee B popMe J10-
KaszaTeJIbCTBa KPUTMKaMV HeKOrepeHTHOCTU VI
HeIpaBWIbHOCTY ITpoekTa. IIpumep Taxoit Kpu-
TUKU V3BHe — pelleH3us lapBe Ha IlepBoe m3fa-
Hue «KpuTukm uncroro pasyma», Ije OH Heyjad-
HO omuchiBaeT mo3uIMio KaHTa Kak MO3MIIMIO
BBICOKOrO mpearmsma (KaHT umTaet: «TpaHCIleH-
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to be proved that synthetic a priori judgements,
for example, in cosmology, are possible and
proof has to be presented of the existence of the
ultimate indivisible particle.

The following elements of Lakatos’s re-
search programmes are (1) positive and (2)
negative heuristics. (1) In positive heuristics
scientists unfold and specify the hard core.
This is a creative autonomous process of plan-
ning the project, solving the tasks, and process-
ing the problems, “in the theorist’s office,” as
it were. In transcendental philosophy positive
heuristics takes the form of elaborating its idea
in the course of the Critique of Pure Reason, i.e.
the analysis of a priori elements of cognition. In
the Prolegomena we find a concrete seven-point
plan in which Kant describes what ought to
have happened in the first Critique (Prol, AA 04,
p- 365; Kant, 2002, p. 154). (2) In negative heu-
ristics scientists do not so much follow a plan
as react to the problems and anomalies that
constantly crop up. The handling of problems
and difficulties is geared to making the pro-
gramme more stable and successful. In meta-
physical programmes anomalies occur rather
in the form of critics proving the incoherence or
fallacy of the project. An example of such exter-
nal criticism is Garve’s review of the first edi-
tion of the Critique of Pure Reason in which he
infelicitously describes Kant’s position as high
idealism (Kant reads “transcendent”) (Prol,
AA 04, p. 373)," which includes both the spir-
it and matter and turns the whole world into
representations. Kant wrote that, reading these
lines, he knew at once what to expect from the
review. Based on Garve’s critique prompted by
the misunderstood purport of the book, Kant
specified some aspects and inserted the part
“Refutation of Idealism” (KrV, B 274-279; Kant,

15 Garve writes in the review “transcendentellen”, in
translations authors use “transcendental” (Kant, 2002,
p- 161).



meHTHOro» (AA 04, S. 373))", KOTOpBITI OXBaTHIBA-
eT U JIyX, VI MaTepuIo 1 IIpeBpalliaeT Becb MUP B
npezcrasienns. KanT Hamvcas, uto, ynras 3T
CTPOKWM, Cpasy MOHsJI, UTO 3a PelieH3Ms ero OXu-
naetT. Viexoms m3 kputukn [apBe, ocHOBaHHOV Ha
HeBepPHOM TIOHMMaHMM 3aMmblciia KHury, Kant
crenuITMpoBayl HEKOTOpble MOMEHTBI ¥ BCTa-
BIWJI YacTh «OnposepxeHne maeannsMa» (B 274—
279; Kanr, 20064, c. 369—373) Bo BTOpOE M3IaHMe
«KpnuTuku upcroro pasymar». DTOT CJIydall — sIB-
HBIVI IIpVIMep HeTraTVMBHOV 3BPUCTVIKM [IJId 3alliy-
TBI KEeCTKOTO SAJIpa OT OITPOBeP)KeH M.

Haxowrer1, B-ueTBepThIX, PaKTOpP, Ha KOTOPKIN 5
xo4y oOpaTuTh BHMMaHUe 1 KOTOPBIN fieJlaeT IIpo-
rpamMarvKy JlakaToca mosiesHoVi, — ero aHajius
pocTa 1 yna/ika HayYHO-VCCIIe[IoBaTeIbCKIX IIpo-
rpamm. IIporpamma passuBaeTcsl, Korjga psip, Te-
OpViVi, VICXOISIIMII M3 JXKeCTKOIro $jpa, YCIIELTHO
CIIpaBJIseTCs C 3a7adaMy, IIOCTaBJIEHHBIMI B IIO-
3UTUBHOVI VI HETaTVBHOV 3BPUCTIKE, TO €CTh KOria
VICCIIeZIOBaHMS IIPUBOIAT K YIIYUIlleHHBIM TeOpu-
SM VI OIVICAHVIAM (PAKTOB ¥ TeOPUM SMIIUPUIECKN
noxTeepxkaaioTcd. Ilporpamma, cizemoBaTesIbHO,
Ha4ylMHaeT pacliafaThbCsl, KOIja 4YmcIo HepelleH-
HBIX ITpO0JIEM 11 aHOMaJIVVI IIPEBBIIIIaeT ee VcciIe-
JIoBaTeJIbCKMVI TIOTeHIIMasl, TO eCTh KOI7la OHa Bce
MeHBbIIIe VI MeHBbIIIe flaeT OOBsICHeHNVI U TI0JTyYaeT
MOATBEPXK/IeHUIL. DTO IPaBWIbHO ¥ HOPMaJIbHO,
UTO yUeHble CTPeMSTCS IIPVICOeIMHUTLCA K yCIIel-
HBIM ITIPOrpaMMaM, TaK Kak JIer pagupyIoIiye IIpo-
rpaMMBbl He CO3[Iaf0T HOBBIX 3HAHWUI, TOITUYTCS Ha
OTHOM MecCTe VJIV IIPOCTO JAlOT HOBble POpMYyIIN-
POBKM CTapOro CoAep KaHMsI 1 IIO3TOMY HOJTy4YaloT
BCe MeHblIle TIOJIJIEP)KKI CO CTOPOHBI O0IIlecTBa 1
dvHAHCOBOVI IIOMOIIM CO CTOPOHBI rOCydapcTBa.
Ho JlakaToc nmogyepKuBaeT, 4To IIporpecc B HaykKe
OCHOBBIBaeTCs He Ha paKTax BOKPYT Hac, a Ha Kpe-
aTmBHOM BooOpaxeHmu (JTakartoc, 20086, c. 458 —
459). C momoripio KpeaTMBHBIX MoaydmKarini,
HOBBIX VeVl VI CIABUIOB IIpo0sieMaTideckoro ¢o-
Kyca (TO ecTh ITyTeM KOPPeKTMPOBOK Kypca pa3Bu-
TS IPOrpaMM) MOXKHO CHIacTH JjaXke caMyo 3a0bl-

14 Cam Tlapse mmmrer B peneHsun «transscendentellen»,

aBTOPHI TIepeBOfla — «TpaHCIleHIeHTaTbHOTO» (KaHT
19948, c. 141).
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1998, pp. 326-329) in the second edition of the
Critique of Pure Reason. This is an obvious in-
stance of negative heuristics to defend a hard
core against refutation.

Fourthly and finally, I would like to draw
attention to another factor that makes Laka-
tos’s programmatics useful, namely, his analy-
sis of the growth and degradation of scientific
research programmes. A programme develops
when a set of theories emanating from the hard
core successfully copes with the tasks set by
positive and negative heuristics, i.e. when re-
search improves theories and descriptions of
facts and theories are proved empirically. Ac-
cordingly, a programme begins to fall apart
when the number of unsolved problems and
anomalies exceeds the research potential, i.e.
when it has fewer and fewer explanations and
proofs. It is right and normal for scientists to
seek to join successful programmes because
degrading programmes do not generate new
knowledge, are marking time or simply refor-
mulating old content and therefore are getting
less and less support from society and financial
aid from the state. But Lakatos (1978a, p. 99)
stresses that progress in science is based not on
the facts around us but on creative imagination.
Creative modifications, new ideas and problem
shifts (i.e., through adjustment of the course
of the programme) can rescue even the most
neglected and deteriorating programme and
make it progressive and capable of cooperating
and competing with other projects.

This is exactly what Kant does to metaphys-
ics. On the one hand, traditional metaphys-
ics had not proved a single a priori synthetic
judgement and, on the other hand, philoso-
phers continue to waste their time on spec-
ulations, as Kant puts it, in a vacuum where
pure reason helplessly flaps its wings (GMS,
AA 04, p. 462; Kant, 1996b, p. 107), where ar-
guments are useless because no one can win
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TYIO WIV paclafalollyocs IIporpaMMy U ciesaTh
ee CHOBa IIPOrPeCcCBHON M CIIOCOOHOM K KooIlepa-
LIV VI KOHKYPEHIINUM C APYTUMV IIPOeKTaMIA.

VmenHo Tak KaHT nocrymaer ¢ MeTadpm3mMKOTL.
C omgHOV CTOPOHBI, B TPaAUIIMIOHHOV MeTadw3u-
Ke He OBLJIO IOKa3aHO HY OJHO CHTETIYeCKOe CY-
JKAeHMe aTripropy, a ¢ ApyTron — puiocodsl Ipo-
IO/DKAIOT TPaTUTh BpeMs Ha CIeKyJISLIUM, KaK
BeIpakaeTcd KaHT, B IIycTOM IpoCTpaHCTBe, ITie
YVCTBIN PasyM OecCVIBHO pa3MaxyBaeT KpPbLIbs-
Mu (AA 04, S. 462; Kant 19948, c. 245), rioe cioper
Oecriosie3Hbl, TaK KaK HMKTO He MOXeT IT0OeINTbh.
ITosToMy OH mpemiaraeT IIPOrPeCCUBHBIV CIBUT
Ipo0sieMbl B OHTOJIOTMM — TpaHCLeHIeHTaInmn
cJlefyeT MCKaTh B CIOCOOHOCTSX HaIllero CO3Ha-
HMs, aHaJIM3MPOBaTh X M CMOTPeTh, Ha UYTO MBI
HeVICTBUTEJIBHO CIIOCOOHBI B HallleM IIO3HaHWM.
ITorom KanT mosTamHo pasBuBaeT v paciimpseT
CBOVI WM3HAYAJILHBIV ITPOEKT TpaHCIIeHIeHTasIb-
Ho wiocodpum, mernasi ero CIOCOOHBIM OIMV-
carb OoJIbIllee KOJIMYECTBO IIPVHIIVIIOB He TOJIb-
KO B TeOpeTMUIecKo, HO U B IIpaKTU4ecKon puio-
codpvmt 1 B acreTmKe. IIporpamma TpaHCIIeHIEH-
TajIbHOM prytocodmm He 3aKoHUWIach B «Opus
postumum» Kanra. PertHronp, yBuies, 9To oHa
MOXKeT PacIacThbCs M3-3a pa3HOITIacCUi B (PVIIOCO-
vt 1 B mounmanuy KaHTa, pemioxm cremy-
IOIINII CABUT IIpo0OsieMbl — HYXXHO OOOCHOBAaTh
ee Ha OTHOM IIPVHIINIIE, C KOTOPBIM HEBO3MOXKXHO
He cormtacuThest (Reinhold, 2003, S. 185). Tak mox-
HO IIPOBeCTV 3Ty JIMHMIO U JaJIbllle, pacCCMOTPEB
TpaHCLIeHIeHTaJIbHYI0 PUII0COPUIO B IIporpaM-
MaTMYeCKOVl IepCIeKTVBe ¥ IIpobeMaTu3upys
HEKOTOpble MOMEHTBI — HaIlpuMep, TPYIHOCTU
yCTaHOBJIEHWSI KpUTepHeB [1JIs1 Ol pefiesIeH s IIpo-
rpecca B TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHOM PrIocopmit.

B 5T1ix yeThIpex ImyHKTaxX, KOTOpbIe s BBIIIeINII B
dmnocodmm Jlakaroca, oToOpakaroTcst HOBbIE Me-
TOHOJIOrMYecKye B3IVIAObl Ha TpaHCIleHeHTalb-
Hy0 dwtocoduro. Bo-iepBrIx, OHa IIpecTaBiIs-
eTcs Kak psifl Teopuil. Bo-BTOpPBIX, OHa IIpercTas-
JIgeTcsl KaK IIporpaMMma BHYTPWM BBIIIECTOSAIIIVIX
Gortee OOIIMPHBIX IPOrpaMM. DTOT ITyHKT COBIIa-
JaeT C apXUTEKTOHVKOM Kanra, KOTOPBIN OITpere-
JIsieT MeCTO TPpaHCIIeHeHTaJIbHO drstocodprn B
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them. Therefore, he proposes a progressive
shift of the problem in ontology: transcenden-
talia should be sought in the faculties of our
mind, in analysing them and looking at what
we are really capable of accomplishing in our
cognition. Then Kant progressively develops
and expands his initial project of transcenden-
tal philosophy to enable it to describe a larg-
er number of principles not only in theoretical,
but also in practical philosophy and in aesthet-
ics. The programme of transcendental philos-
ophy did not end with Kant’s Opus postumum.
Reinhold (2003, p. 185), seeing that it might fall
apart over differences in philosophy and inter-
pretation of Kant, proposed the following shift
of the problem: it should be grounded in a sin-
gle principle which it is impossible to deny.
The line can be drawn further by considering
transcendental philosophy in a programmatic
perspective and addressing some aspects, e.g.
difficulties in establishing criteria of progress
in transcendental philosophy.

The following four points which I have iden-
tified in the philosophy of Lakatos reflect new
methodological views on transcendental phi-
losophy. First, transcendental philosophy is
represented as an array of theories. Second, it
is represented as a programme within higher
and larger programmes. This point coincides
with Kant’s architectonics which determines
the place of transcendental philosophy in the
structure of ideas and areas of knowledge.
Third, Lakatos’s methodology makes it possi-
ble to distinguish various stages in the build-
ing of transcendental philosophy as a research
programme that cannot be found in Kant's
methodology, although the theory of the “hard
core” and its development is analogous to
Kant’s description of architectonic ideas and
their unfolding. The fourth important point is
Lakatos’s reflections on progression and degen-
eration of programmes, which puts the Kantian
project in a longer-term perspective.



CTPYKType Mzevi 1 oTpacjien 3HaHus. B-Tperbux,
MeTopojiorus Jlakaroca II03BOJIsSIeT pasiinyarb
pa3HbIe MOMEHThI IIOCTPOEH NS TPAHCLEHIeHTAIIb-
HOoM (pustocodmm Kak MCCiIeloBaTeIIbCKOM IIpo-
rpaMMBI, KOTOPbIX He HanTu B MeTomosiorny Kan-
Ta, XOTSI TEOPHMSI XKECTKOIO sipa M ero pasBUTUs
aHaJIOrMYHa KaHTOBCKOMY OITVICAHUIO apXUTEKTO-
HUYECKVX UeV U VIX pa3BepThiBaHM. YeTBepThIi
Ba)KHBIVI IIYHKT — 3TO pa3MblliuleHns JlakaToca o
IPOrpeccum v JIereHeparv mporpamMmm, KOTOPbI
MO3BOJISIET IIOCMOTPETHh Ha KaHTOBCKUI IIPOEKT B
Gortee JOJITOCPOYHON ITePCITeKTBE.

3aK/IIoOuUeHMe

OOGbIYHO MBI BOCHPVHVMaeM TpaHCIIeH/IeH-
TajbHyI0 dpustocodpmio KaHTta Kak 3aBepIleHHbIN
IIPOEeKT WJIN e JlaeM eyl KaKoe-TO OIlvicaHue, HO
He IIpeJicTaB/IsieM ee BO Bcex AeTasrsix. Kak s mo-
KasaJl, IPUYMHOVI 3TOMY CJIYXKUT TO, UTO OHa $IB-
JISIeTCS apXWTEKTOHWMYECKOV WMOeent W IIOHSTU-
eM-B-T1poriecce. IlbITasich orpenesinTh 3Ty WO,
3TOT HOyMeH, VJIM Belllb caMy II0 ceOe 1 IepeHe-
CTU ee B JapCTBO (PEHOMEHOB, MOXKHO TIOJIYYUTh
0 Hev1 JIVIIIb OrpaHYeHHOoe ITpeficTasieHue. ITpu
3TOM CTOWUT pas3jInyaTh 3Tallbl ee pasBUTUSA 0
Kanra, B dpmiococdpun Kanra n nocsie Kanra. Tak
MOXKHO JIOCTMYB 00JIee TPaBIIBHOTO ITOHVIMaHWS
TpaHCIleHIeHTIbHOM drstocodmy, KoTopasi He
IIpeJiCcTaBsIteT CcOOOV KOHIIENTYa/IbHYI0 MYMMWIO
koHna XVIII B. VI ecjiv KTO-TO yTBepXX1aeT, uTo OH
IV OHa TpaHCIIeHAeHTaIbHBIN (PIIocod, HYyX-
HO B OTBeT 3a/iaBaTh BOIIPOC: TPaHCIeH/IeHTalIb-
HBIVI PrIocod B KAKOM MMEHHO 3HaueHmm?

ITporpammaTimueckas Metadpviocodms, Kak s
ee IpeJICTaBWI B IIepBOVI YaCcTW CTaThl, ITOKa3bIBa-
eT TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHY0 (PrI0coduro, Kak 1 BCIO
dwtocodpuio, MMEHHO B CBeTe TeopeTUYecKOro
mporiecca. K Hert MOXXHO OTHeCTV 1 MEeTOIO0JIOI IO
KanTa, KoTOpast pa3OrpaeT JIOrMKy HOCTPOeHMs 1
pasBuUTHs PrIIOCOPCKMX ITPOEKTOB V1 aHAJIU3UPY-
eT IIPOLIeCChl, CTOsIIME 3a HUMM, U IIpOrpaMMaTy-
Ky JlakaToca. XoTst 06e TIO3MITMY OTHOCATCS K pas-
HBIM HapagurMam uiocodcTBoBaHM, eCTh He-
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Conclusion

We tend to perceive Kant’s transcendental
philosophy as a completed project or else de-
scribe it in a general way without a clear idea
of all the details. As I have shown, the reason is
that it is an architectonic idea and an evolving
concept. In trying to define this idea, this nou-
menon, or the thing-in-itself, and transfer it to
the realm of phenomena, we can get only a lim-
ited concept of it. And we should distinguish
the stages of its development before Kant, in
Kant’s philosophy and after Kant. This would
yield a more correct understanding of transcen-
dental philosophy, which is not a conceptual
mummy of the late eighteenth century. If some-
body claims to be a transcendental philosopher
we should ask the question, a transcendental
philosopher in what sense?

Programmatic metaphilosophy, as I have
set forth in the first part of the article, presents
transcendental philosophy, like all philosophy,
in the light of the theoretical process. It can in-
clude Kant’s methodology which looks at the
logic of building and developing philosophi-
cal projects and analyses the processes behind
them, and the programmatics of Lakatos. Al-
though the two positions belong to different
paradigms of philosophising, they can be com-
bined in some ways to overcome their limita-
tions. Both methodologies make it possible to
present philosophy and individual philosoph-
ical projects in motion and in the process of de-
velopment. Kant, of course, takes the credit for
the analysis of architectonic ideas which I have
described in the second part of the article, i.e.
the ideas of philosophical projects and insight
into the workings of reason and all faculties
of mind which implement them. Lakatos, as I
have shown in the third part, takes the credit
for the extensive technical apparatus which cre-
ates new conceptual opportunities. In particu-
lar, Lakatos offers an interesting interpretation
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KOTOpBIe BO3MOXKHOCTV VIX COOTHeCeHMsl, KOTopoe
MOXXeT OCBOOOAMTH MX OT orpaHmdyeHHOCTH. Obe
MeTOOJIOT MY IIO3BOJISIOT ITpeCTaBUTh PUIIOCO-
dwro 1 oTHesIbHBIe PrIIOCOPCKIE ITPOEKTHI B JIBU-
JKeHUM U B Ipollecce pas3puTus. 3a Kantom ocra-
eTcs, 0e3ycJIOBHO, aHa/IM3 apXUTEKTOHMYeCKMX
VIZIEVI, OXapaKTepr30BaHHbBIVI MHOIO BO BTOPOVI Ya-
CTW, TO €CThb MBICJIb O TOM, YTO BCerjla eCcTb UTO-
TO HeoIlpefieJIeHHOe B mesix prrocodckmx mpo-
€KTOB, VI TIOHMMaHVe TOro, Kak paboTaeT pasym 1
BCe CO3HaHMe, pasBepThiBarollee 1x. 3a Jlakaro-
COM XKe, KaK 5 MOKa3aJjl B TpeThel 4acTy, OCTaeTCs
OorarbeIil TeXHMYECKUIT armrapatr, KOTOPbIV Co3/1a-
eT HOBbIe KOHIIeNITya/IbHble BO3MOXXHOCTI. B gacT-
HocTy, JlakaToc mpepiaraeT MHTEPeCHBIVI Bapy-
aHT MOHVMaHWs ITPOrPeCcCUBHBIX CIABUIOB, KOTO-
pble KaHT He omnmchkIBaeT, 1 mporpecca B pmsioco-
v B nesiom. IlporpamMma TpaHclieHIeHTaIbHON
drtocodryt MOXeT pacracTbCs B Tpex Cilydasix.
Ona MoXeT JlereHeprpoOBaTh, ecJIu K Hell He IIpU-
MEHWUTh MeTOOJIOTMYeCKOV IepCHeKTUBbI, Ha-
npumep Kanra nym Jlakaroca, v He yBUIeTh B Hell
JKVBOVI KOHIIEIIT, TO €CTh KOHIIENT B ero pa3BUTUMNL.
Taxoke oHa pacriajieTcs, ecyIvi Mbl B HeraTVBHOV 9B-
pucTuKe He OyieM OTBedaTh Ha apryMeHTBHI, Bbl-
ABVHYTBIE IIPOTVB Hee B IIOCTMOJEpPHN3Me, eCiIv
MBI OyzieM IIPOCTO perpoayLpoBaTh CTapble 3Ha-
HMs 11 He OyieM KpeaTVBHO Pa3BMBaTh TPAaHCIIeH-
HOeHTaJIbHYI0 dustocoduro. Ecimit MBI XOTuM BU-
JIeTh Mporpecc B TpaHCILeHIeHTaIbHO (PuIoco-
dum, CTOUT UCKITIOUNUTD 3TV TPU CJIydasi I HaiTu
BO3MOKHOCTW 151 IO3UTVIBHOV 3BPUCTUKM — Ha-
IpyIMep, ITPU PacCMOTPEeHNY TeOPUM pasyMa B y3-
KOM CMBICJIe B aKTyaJIbHBIX KOHTEKCTaX.

baazodapnocmu. B ocroby smoi cmamvu no-
A0KeH 00kaa0, npouumannsii 6 KanmoBckom sex-
mopuu 26 noadpsa 2020 e. 5 6.a1az00apio yuacmuukob
aexkmopus u Huny Anamoaveny JImumpueby 3a no-
Ae3Hble KoMmenmapuu. Jlannoe uccaedoBarue 0b.10
noddepxano us cpedcmb cyocuouu, GvideseHHOU HA
peaausayuto ITpoepammor noBviuierus KoHKypenmo-
cnocobrnocmu BOY um. V. Kanma.

of progressive shifts which we do not find in
Kant, and of progress in philosophy in general.
The programme of transcendental philosophy
may fall apart in three cases. It may degenerate
unless it is seen in a methodological perspec-
tive, e.g. of Kant or Lakatos, and is treated as a
living concept, a concept in its progress. It will
fall apart if we, in negative heuristics, fail to an-
swer the arguments put forward against it in
post-modernism, if we simply regurgitate old
knowledge and do not develop transcendental
philosophy creatively. If we want to see pro-
gress in transcendental philosophy, we should
exclude these three scenarios and find openings
for positive heuristics, e.g. in studying the the-
ory of reason in the narrow sense in contempo-
rary contexts.
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V. KAHT M ETO HACJIEIVIE
B BEJIOPYCCKOV ®MJIOCODPUN
COBETCKOTI'O Y1 [IOCTCOBETCKOTI'O
IIEPVIOIOB

T.I. PymanyeBa’

Unmepnpemayus pusocodpuu Kanwma 6 mpyoax
Mmoicaumeneil 0ocobemckoil beaapycu we pas ocBewjaracy
6 pade nybaukayui. Peuv wiaa o snaxomcmBe u ycBoe-
HUU 0CHOBONOAGRAIOWUX UOel ee0 HACAeOUA, A makke 00
auasu3e, nosemuke, a NOpou U pe3kou Kpumuke SMUx
udeil. IlpedcmaBasemcs akmyasbHbIM NPOAHAAUSUPO-
Bamv uccaredoBanus kanmobekoi pusocopu HauUHAA
¢ 1920-x ee. u 0o Hawux Owetl. Iloxasaro, umo cpasy
nocae Okmabpsa 1917 e. u do konya 1930-x ee. Habato-
0aics npoyecc nocmeneHHo20 Yeacanus uxmepeca K yue-
Huto Kanma. Obpawasce 8 smom nepuod k eeo uoesm,
besopycckue abmopsl onucelbaiom u AHAAUSUPYION UX
no npeumyuecmby 6 yuedbHou aumepamype Aubo npu
paccmompenuu uAu, ckopee, kpumuxke 632451008 3anao-
HbIX hu0c0ghoB, skecmo pykoBodcmBYscy AeHUHCKUMU
oyenxamu. B Boennvie u nocaeboentvie 2001 koaurecbo
uccaedobanutl 0bLA0 makxke KpatHe He3HAUUMEAbHLIM,
u moavko ¢ Hauasom Ilepecmpoiiku, koeda Bosnuxaem
HAcmosmeAvHAs nompedHocms 6 HOBOM «npoumeHu»
3anaoxotl gpusocopuu, 6 cmpane pesko Bo3pacmaem uH-
mepec « Hacaeouro Kanma. Ocobulil sxe uccaedobamens-
ckutl Bcnaeck MoxHo 3agpuxcupobams Hauunas ¢ 2004 e.,
00ss61enHoe0 OHECKO eodom Mmmanyura Kanma. C
amoeo Bpemenu 6 beaapycu npoBodumcs pad nocBaujen-
Hoix Kanmy mexoynapoonsix gpopymob, usoatomecs ma-
mepuansl KOHgepeHyutl, Cramsil, 3auuuanmcs ouccep-
mayuu, nybaukyomeca yuebHvie nocobus u m.o. Ilpeo-
cmabaen Kpamkuil aHaiu3 0CHoBHuIx Bexmopob smux
uccaedobaruii cobemckoeo u cobpemerHoeo neprodob.

KaroueBvoie caoba: Karm, besopycckas gpusocogpus,
coBemckuii nepuod, nocmcobemckuil nepuod, 1920 —
1930-¢ ee., Ilepecmpoiixa
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KANT AND HIS HERITAGE
IN BELARUSIAN PHILOSOPHY
OF THE SOVIET
AND POST-SOVIET PERIODS

T. G. Rumyantseva’

The interpretation of Kant’s philosophy by thinkers
in pre-Soviet Belarus has been the subject of not a few
publications. They described the reception of his semi-
nal ideas, the analysis, polemic and occasionally sharp
criticism of these ideas. It is helpful now to look at Kan-
tian studies beginning from the 1920s to the present
time. I will show that immediately after the October
1917 revolution and until the 1930s interest in Kant’s
teaching was waning. When they turned to his ideas
during that period Belarusian authors described and
analysed them primarily in textbooks or when exam-
ining, or rather criticising, the views of Western phi-
losophers, thereby rigidly adhering to Lenin’s assess-
ments. During and after World War II the number of
studies was also very insignificant. It was not until the
beginning of Perestroika that an urgent need was felt
for a new reading of Western philosophy, and inter-
est in Kant’s heritage in the country increased sharp-
ly. A surge of interest was registered beginning from
2004 which was declared “Immanuel Kant Year” by
UNESCO. From that time onward Belarus has host-
ed a number of international forums devoted to Kant,
materials of conferences, articles and textbooks have
been published, dissertations defended etc. The article
reviews the main trends of these studies in the Soviet
and post-Soviet periods.

Keywords: Kant, Belarusian philosophy, Soviet
period, post-Soviet period, 1920s-1930s, Perestroika
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T.T. Pymsuiera

BBemenmne

O Tom, kakoe orpaxeHne uen V. Kanra 1o-
Jyawin B Tpydax dpuiocodos gocoseTckon be-
Jlapycy, OTe4YeCTBeHHBIMM aKaJeMUYeCKUMU U
YHVBEPCUTETCKVMY VICCIIe[IoBaTeIsIMM  HallviCaH
ueneln psan craten (Kiepuens, 1981; Illaibke-
By, Jleruving, 2005; Jleravms, Jymuank, 2020).
B HuX, B 9acTHOCTM, ITIOKa3aHO, YTO JIaXke TP OT-
CYTCTBUM VMHCTUTYLMaIN3POBaHHbBIX PopM Pu-
socodpum Oestopycckas MHTeJUIEKTyaslbHasl cpe-
Ia ObUIa OTKpPBITA IS VX BocIpusaTus. [Ipudem
B paMKax 0estopyccKoit pvyTocodpCKOVE MBICIIV MBI
He yBUIVIM TaKOrO >KeCTKOIO HelpuaATHs psiia
mpnent KaHTa, Kak 3T0 HaOJII0[1a710Ch TIOPOV B TOpe-
BOJTIOLIMOHHOM Poccum.

YuuTeiBas, YTO OTHOIIIEHVIE K KAHTOBCKOV MBIC-
JIM HYIKOTTIa He SBJISIOCh CyTy00 BHYTpeHHVM [ie-
sioM (prstococpun, a ObLIO, TI0 citoBam H. B. MoTpo-
IIIVJIOBOVI, «CKOpee, [IOBOJIBHO TOYHBIM OapoMe-
TPpOM, PUKCUPYIOIIVIM He TOJIBKO COCTOSTHVIE KYJIb-
Ty PBl, Ha3peBarolllyie B Hel MI3MeHeHVs], HO U Xapak-
Tep Oostee OOIIVIX COLVAIIBHO-VICTOPMUYECKMX IIPO-
1reccop» (Motponmiosa, 1993, c. 43—44), cienyer,
Ha Halll B3[ISIf, BBIIEJIUTH B UCTOpUI DeJI0pyccKo-
IO KaHTOBe[eHNsI HeCKOJIBKO Pa3/IMYHbIX 3TalloB.
I'Tpu aTOM KaXKIIpIii 3 HUX OTBedaeT 3aIlpocaM Co-
OTBETCTBYIOIIEN eMy VICTOPUYECKOV OOCTAaHOBKM 11
OTJINYaEeTCS O peneJIeHHON cneuVIq:MKor?L

MccnenoBanms pmocodpmn Kanra
B JIOBO€HHBIVI II€PVOLT,
(1920-e — mavaso 1940-x rr.)

B nepwuop, c 1920-x 1 no Havana 1940-x rr. B be-
JIapycy MOXKHO 3apVIKCHPOBaTh IIOCTeIIeHHOe yTa-
caHMe BHMMaHMA K Hacnenuio V. Kanra nio cpas-
HEHWIO C JIOPEeBOJIIOLIVIOHHBIMI J1eCATUIIETVSIMIAL
BripoueM, 3T0 GbUI0 XapaKTepHO 1 17151 BCEVI COBET-
CKOMI (p1II0COPCKOV MBICIIV, YaCTHBIM BbIPaskeH-
eM KOTOpOW CTajI KaHTOBe[IUecKyue MCCiIeioBa-
Hus B peciyoymmke?. Tem He MeHee ciletyeT yIio-

2 Cm. 00 aToM mofrpoOree: (Kpyrmos, 2020, c. 200; MoTpo-
nmwiosa, 1993, c. 50 —51).

128

Introduction

The reflection of Kant’s ideas in the works of
Belarusian philosophers before the 1917 revo-
lution has been the subject of a number of arti-
cles by the Academy of Sciences and university
scholars. They show that in spite of the lack of
institutionalised forms of philosophy the intel-
lectual milieu in Belarus was open to these ide-
as. Indeed, in Belarusian philosophical thought
we do not find such a sharp rejection of some
of Kant’s ideas as in pre-revolutionary Russia
(Klevchenya, 1981; Shalkevich and Legchilin,
2005; Legchilin and Dudchik, 2020).

Considering that the attitude to Kant's
thought has never been a strictly internal busi-
ness of philosophy but rather, as Nelly V. Mo-
troshilova (1993, pp. 43-44) points out, “has
been an accurate barometer recording not only
the state of culture and changes in the making,
but the character of more general socio-histori-
cal processes”, we may identify several stages
in what may be called Belarusian Kant scholar-
ship, each stage corresponding to the demands
of the historical situation.

Kant Studies
in the Pre-War Period from the 1920s
until the Beginning of the 1940s

In the period between the 1920s and the be-
ginning of the 1940s interest in Kant’s heritage
was waning by comparison with the pre-rev-
olutionary decades. Indeed, this was true of
all Soviet philosophical thought, of which
Kantian studies in the Belarusian republic?

were one particular manifestation. Even so,

2 For more on this see: (Kruglov, 2020, p. 200; Motroshi-
lova, 1993, pp. 50-51).



MSHYTb O HEOITHOKPATHBIX OOpallleHsIX K UaesiM
HeMelIKoro ¢uiocoda co CTOPOHBI psizia Oestopyc-
CKMX aBTOPOB. Peub uyieT B IepByIo odeperib O pa-
6oTax rpodeccopos bestopycckoro rocygapcrses-
HOTO yHVBepCcUTeTa, KOTOPBI ObUI 00pa3oBaH B
1921 r. DTO HOCTATOYHO KpaTKue MU3JI0KeHUs Pu-
nococdpum KaHTa, ¢ KOTOPBIMU MOXKHO OBUIO O3Ha-
KOMUTBCS B yueOHMKaX V1 O4epKax I10 AVaIeKTide-
CKOMY MaTepuaJsiv3My, B IIOMYJIIPHBIX TOITIA «BBe-
ZleHVSX B HayKy U dpuitocodmro». B atu romer no-
ABJIsIeTCS TaKXKe psIl CTaTell, TIOCBSIIeHHBIX CpaB-
HUTEeIBHOMY aHaIM3y B3IsAoB KaHTa 1 mpyrmx
MblciuTestent — JleviOHma, I'erestst, dppanirysckmx
Marepuasictos XVIII B, mpencrasuTersten mmpo-
KO pacIIpocTpaHeHHOro B Hadasle XX B. B EBporie
HeOKaHTMaHCTBa, a TakXe Oyp)KyasHBIX M[I€0JIO-
roB Tex JieT. PasymeeTcs, 3a peKMM MCKJIIOYeH M-
eM aBTOPbI TAKOI'0 pozia paboT TBepIO NpuIepKu-
BaJIVICh JIEHMHCKMX OlleHOK dntocodpmm Kanra,
KOTOPbIe BOXIb ITposieTapyiaTa IperacTaBuI B CBO-
eM IJ1aBHOM (prstocodckoM Tpyrie «MaTeprasinsm
Y SMIOVPUOKPUTUIIN3M». [Iprt 3TOM TBOPYECTBO, K
nipumepy, I. B. @. Terestst, ocobeHHO ero AyaneKTu-
Ka, OLIEHVBAJIOCh B HVIX TOPA3/I0 BbIITle KAHTOBCKO-
ro. XoTs cJjleryeT OTMeTUTh, uTo caM KaHT mpes-
CTaBaJI B 3TUX paloTax Bce e B KyJa Oojiee BbI-
TOJIHOM CBeTe I10 CpaBHEHMIO C ero HOBeVIIVIMU
TIoCIIefioBaTeIIMI-HeOKaHTMaHIIaMl,  0COOeHHO
TeMM, JIesITeJTbHOCTb KOTOPBIX Obljla MOJIUTUYeCKN
OKpallleHa VIV CBsi3aHa C KOHIIeIIyell HeMapK-
CHICTCKOTO «3TWYECKOr0 COIMasI3May.

Cpenu dpwiocodoB, aHaIM3MIPOBABIIINIX B3IJIS-
nbt Kanra B 1920-e T, otMeTriM mpodeccopos BI'Y
B.H. MBanOBCcKOro (1867—1939), C.JI. Bormedpcona
(1894—1941) u B.D. Beixosckoro (1901—1980). Tax,
VBanosckmiz (c 1929 r. 3amectuTesib pektopa bI'Y)
B pabore «MeTomosornyeckoe BBefieHie B HayKy 1
drtocodpmro» (1923) meMoHCTpUpYyeT ellle HeKOTO-
PYIo cBOOOY OT MAOJIOrMYeCKIX KIIVIIe Tex JleT,
IpUIepXXMBasiCh OOBEKTVBHOTO HayYHOIO aHaJIN-
3a TeopuM IIO3HAHWUS ¥ MeTOHOJIOIMIM HeMellKOo-
IO MBICJIUTEJI, OPraHWYHO BIVICHIBasl €ro jeu B
pasBUTIe eBpoIerickovl Hayku 1 dpvtocodpmmn. OH
IeTaJIbHO ocBelaeT BKiajd, KaHTa B 0OiacTh vic-
CJIefTOBaHMS UeJIOBeUeCcKoro pasyMa, CpaBHUMBas 1
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some Belarusian authors repeatedly turned to
the German philosopher’s ideas. I am refer-
ring above all to the works of the professors
at the Belarusian State University, founded in
1921. These took the form of brief summaries
of Kant’s philosophy in textbooks and essays
on dialectical materialism and the then popu-
lar “introductions to science and philosophy.”
Those years also saw the publication of sever-
al articles devoted to a comparative analysis of
the views of Kant and other thinkers — Leib-
niz, Hegel, the French eighteenth-century ma-
terialists, representatives of Neo-Kantianism
which was widespread in Europe in the early
twentieth century, as well as bourgeois ideol-
ogists of the time. Needless to say, these au-
thors, with rare exceptions, were staunch
adherents of Lenin’s assessments of Kant’s
philosophy which the leader of the proletariat
set forth in his main philosophical work, Mate-
rialism and Empirio-Criticism. Incidentally, He-
gel, especially his dialectics, was rated much
higher than Kant. Even so, Kant in these works
was presented in a much more favourable
light than the latest Neo-Kantians, especial-
ly those whose views were politically tinged
or associated with the concept of non-Marxist
“ethical socialism.”

Among the philosophers who studied Kant
in the early 1920s mentioned should be made
of Belarusian State University professors
Vladimir N. Ivanovsky (1867-1939), Semyon
Ya. Volfson (1894-1941) and Bernard E. By-
khovsky (1901-1980). Thus, Ivanovsky (deputy
rector of BSU since 1929), in his Methodological
Introduction to Science and Philosophy (1923) still
exhibits a measure of freedom from the ide-
ological clichés of those years, providing an
objective scientific analysis of the German
thinker’s theory of cognition and methodolo-
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cTaBsi ero ropasmo sbie /1. FOMa 1 ceHcyanmsMa
aHDJIMVICKOVI ITKOJTBL. OH cumraet, uTto KaHT «re-
PemBUHYII IIEHTP THOCEOJIOTMYeCKMX VICCIIeoBa-
HVVI O IIPOVICXOXKIEH VIV TIO3HAHMS C TICHXOJIOrMYe-
CKMX BOIIPOCOB Ha JIOIMUECKYIO IIpobsieMy cocTa-
Ba ¥ CTPOs HayKM KaK Oe3JINYHOro, JOCTOBEPHO-
ro ¥ o0I1eo0s3aTeIbHOTO, CUCTEMATIYeCKOro Iie-
sioro» (VMBanosckmi, 1923, c. 124). K HemoctaTkam
ero y4yeHns /IBaHOBCKMVI OTHOCUT VCIIOJIb30BaHe
«CTapOoro ¥ IJIOXO IepearoIero CMbIC/» IIOHSATS
anpuopHoe, a Takxe To, 4To Kanra Oosibliie nHTEpe-
coBaJla Bce ke He caMa peaJIbHOCTh, a HayKa. Hy 1,
KOHEYHO, OIlpesie/leHHOe BHUMaHMe IIpY aHaIn3e
ero dpmstocodvvt He MOIJIO He OBbITh YZIeJIeHO 1 «He-
[ICHOVI», TI0 CJIoBaM VIBaHOBCKOrO, «Belly B cebe»,
koTopomt KaHT «3510ynorpediisur» (Tam xe, c. 125).
ABTOp YBUIEI B HEN «OJIemHBIVI OCTATOK cTapomn
vIen cyocTaHIMM KaK 4ero-To OTJIMYHOIO OT “Ka-
yecTB” ¥ JIeXXaIllero B OCHOBE €IMHCTBA M TOXIIe-
CTBa BeIIV U VIZIEV, VIMEBIIIEVT TaKoe OOJIBITIoe 3Ha-
yeHVe Y ApucTOTe Is». VIBaHOBCKIII OIleHVBaeT U
nocsiefiosatesient pustocodpvnt Kanra B I'epmanum,
rosiarasi, YTo 3TO ObUIa «peaKIivisi IIPOTUB €ro Oc-
HOBHBIX WIeV, “IyayleKTIdecKuit” TIoBOPOT», KOT-
Ia «vijest KpUTVIKY [IO3HaHVIS, [TaBIIas Takvie 00JIb-
mvie pesysbsTarel B TedeHue XVIII B, BpeMeHHO Kak
ObI 3X1Ta U [IeHTpaIbHOE BHMMAaHIE ITIePEeHOCT-
Csl Ha JIpyTue mpodrieMbl — Owmosiorvyeckue, oo-
IIleCTBEHHBIE, MIcTOprdeckye HayKm» (Taum xe).
Xapakrepusys 20-e, a 3areM n 30-e IT. B KOH-
TeKCTe VHTepecyIoIerl Hac TeMbl, TPYLHO OTbI-
CKaThb CIleIMajibHble TPYIbI, KOTOpble ObLIN OBl
IOCBAIIeHbl  coOcTBeHHO dmtocodpum  Kamnra,
Haxe yumuTbiBas, uTo 1924 ron ObUT I00VIIEVIHBIM,
Korga orMedasock 200-1eTvie co JHS ero poxiue-
Hud. B Kakoi-To Mepe 3TO MOXHO OOBSICHUTH U
TeM, UTO BCJIe[ICTBME (aIMCTCKOM OKKyHallum
TeppuTopun bestopyccum ps, TeKCToB ObUI IIpo-
cto yrepsiH. Cperyt paboT Tex JIeT, KOTOpbIe Bee ke
yIasoch OTHICKaTh B (poHpax OmbmoTek, criemy-
eT ynoMmsaHyTh Tpyasl C. Sl Borbdcona — neka-
Ha dakysibTeTa HpaBa u xossvictsa BI'Y, akame-
MuKa, a ¢ 1931 no 1938 r. nupekropa VHcTUTYyTa
dumocodprm n mpasa AH BCCP. B onryOimkoBas-
HOM VM Kypce JIeKInit «[IyajleKTiaecKmit Mare-
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gy as an organic part of European science and
philosophy. He offers a detailed description of
Kant’s contribution to the study of human rea-
son, comparing him to Hume and rating him
much higher than Hume and English sensual-
ism. He believes that Kant “has shifted the fo-
cus of epistemological studies on the origin
of cognition from psychological issues to the
problem of the composition and structure of
science as an impersonal, authentic and uni-
versally obligatory systemic whole” (Ivanosky,
1923, p. 124). Ivanovsky is critical, though, of
Kant’s use of the concept of a priori which he
considers to be “old and failing to convey the
meaning” and the fact that Kant was, at the end
of the day, more interested not in reality but in
science. And, of course, he was bound to pay
attention to the “thing-in-itself,” a notion which
Ivanovsky described as “unclear” and which he
thought Kant “abused” (ibid., p. 125). He saw it
as “a pale vestige of the old idea of substance
as something different from ‘properties” under-
lying the unity and identity of thing and idea,
which was so important for Aristotle”. Ivano-
vsky gives his assessment of Kant’s followers
in Germany, arguing that it was “a reaction
against his basic ideas”, “a dialectical turn”
when “the idea of a critique of knowledge that
yielded such spectacular results in the eight-
eenth century temporarily outlived itself, as it
were, and the focus of attention shifted to oth-
er problems — biological, social and historical
sciences” (ibid.)

Characterising the 1920s and then the 1930s
in the context of our topic, it is hard to find
any works expressly devoted to Kant’s phi-
losophy, even despite the fact that 1924 saw
the 200" anniversary of Kant’s birth. Part of
the reason for this may be that some texts had
simply been lost during the Nazi occupation
of Byelorussia. Among the works of the time



prammsm» (1923) Bosredpcor mmompobHO ormichIBa-
eT eBponerickyto ucropuio XVIII B, ynessger ompe-
JleJleHHOe BHVIMaHMe (paHIly3CKOMy MaTepua-
msMy m KaHTy, cumTast Iocsie/lHero CrMMBOJIOM
«JIBOVICTBEHHOVI ICTVHBI», a ero «KpuTnky umcro-
ro pasyMa» — «KHWIOVI, IPOHMKHYTOV IIPOTVBO-
PeTUTMO3HBIMY TeHAeHIIsMM» (Bobdcon, 1923,
c. 71). OpHako B TO XXe caMoe BpeMs OH IIojIara-
eT, 4To «KpuTHKa MpaKkTN4IecKoro pasyMa» IIpef-
CTaBJIseT cOOOVI «Il1ar Has3asly» B 3BOJIIOLM puTo-
codpa. YcTaHOBMB pasiinyrie MeXIy TeopeTude-
CKVMM ¥ IIPpaKTUIecKmM pasymoM, KanT, ro cjioBam
Bornbdcona, «Bockpecwt Tpyn AemnsMma, He3agoll-
TO IIpes] TeM YOUTOro TeopeTUdeCcKUM pa3yMOoM»
(Tam xe, c. 72). BeiBozI, K KOTOPOMY IIPVUXOLWUT aB-
TOp, 3aKJIIOYaeTCsl B YTBep KIIeHM IIPeBOCXOICTBa
«laXke caMBbIX yMepeHHBIX 13 (PpaHITy3CKMX Ma-
TepuaymcTos» nepen Kanrtom, nbo oHM «mryp-
MoBaJIV Hebo ¢ ropasyao OoJIBLIIeV CHIION, HEXeJIn
KanT» (Tam xe). B 3aBepiieHne aBTop KpUTHUKY-
eT BCIO MeaJINCTYecKy 1o prIocoduro, cchlylasgch
Ha KaHTOBCKVe BeIllb B ceOe 1 arHOCTUIIN3M, JIV-
IIaKoIIVie YeJloBeKa BO3MOKHOCTY ITO3HATh MUP.

B 1935 r. Boribdcon HammiIer eltie ofHy pabo-
Ty, B KOTOPOV TaK WIV MHade 3aTPOHeT HeKOTO-
pole acriekTel prstocodpum Kanra, — «Kysbsrypa
VI MeOJIOT VS 3aTHMBAOIIEro KaluTaIu3Ma». JTO
ObIIO yKe JIpyToe BpeMsl, Korja dpusiocodam mpu-
XOAMJIOCh Pe3KO KPUTWMKOBATh «MIEO0JIOrOB YMWU-
paloIIero KanmTaaniMa», IcaTb O TaK Has3bIBae-
MoV «dparm3anyy Oy p)KyasHOV HayKu U M1e0JI0-
I'MV» B KauecTBe OCHOBHOV TeHIEHIINN ee «3arHU-
BaHMs». XapaKTepusys «allicTByOmmx guio-
cod0B, MBITAIOIINXCA MOIEPHU3NPOBATh MHOTe
OTXMBIIIVe, 3aIlJIeCHeBeJIble VifIeV TaBHO IIpOIIIe/-
HIX BpeMeH», Bosibdcon yrommHaeT nmena Kan-
Ta, Teresrs 1 @uxre. Ho oH mosaraet, 4To coBpe-
MeHHBIe MJIe0JIOT «BBUIYIINMBAIOT BCe MMerolllee-
csl B MIX yueHUM Hamboslee peakiyoHHOe». Hasbl-
Basl MX «BeJIMKUMM rstocodpaMyt MOJIOHIOV BOC-
xopsien Oy pXKyasun», a COBpeMeHHBIX OypiKyas-
HBIX aBTOPOB He Ooslee yeM «(pritocoCTBYIOMIN-
MW 3MIUTOHaMM YMMpaIoIero KamnuTaln3Ma», OH
BCe )Xe OThICKMBaeT y KaHTa peakiioHHBIe 3jle-
MEHTBI, 32 KOTOpPbIe «XBaTalOTCs» Y UCIIOIB3YIOT B
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that have eventually been found in library
stocks, were the works of Academician Wolf-
son, Dean of the BSU Faculty of Law and Eco-
nomics and between 1931 and 1938 Director
of the BSSR Academy of Sciences’ Institute of
Philosophy and Law. In his published “Course
of Lectures on Dialectical Materialism” (1923)
Wolfson gives a detailed account of European
history in the eighteenth century and devotes
some space to French materialism and Kant,
describing the latter as the last symbol “of
dual truth” and his Critique of Pure Reason as
“a book permeated with anti-religious tenden-
cies” (Wolfson, 1923, p. 71). At the same time,
he considers the Critique of Pure Reason to be “a
step back” in the philosopher’s evolution. In
establishing the difference between theoretical
and practical reason, Kant, he argues, “has re-
vived the corpse of deism shortly after it was
killed by theoretical reason” (ibid., p. 72). The
author arrives at the conclusion that “even the
most moderate of French materialists” were
superior to Kant because “they stormed the
sky with far greater force than Kant” (ibid.) In
conclusion the author inveighs against all ide-
alistic philosophy, citing Kant’s thing-in-itself
and agnosticism which prevents humans from
cognising the world.

In 1935 Wolfson wrote another work in
which he touched upon some aspects of Kant’s
philosophy, The Culture and Ideology of Decay-
ing Capitalism. Times had changed and phi-
losophers were expected to castigate “the
ideologists of moribund capitalism,” write
about “Fascisation of bourgeois science and
ideology” as the main tendency of its “de-
cay”. Characterising “fascist-leaning philos-
ophers who try to modernise many outdated,
mouldy ideas of bygone times,” Wolfson men-
tions Kant, Hegel and Fichte. But he believes
that contemporary ideologists “ferret out from
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CBOVIX IIEJISIX IIPEeICTaBUTEIIV HOBEVIIIIeT q)r/moco-
v (Bortedeon, 1935, c. 31).

benopycckuM aBTOpOM, CpaBHUTEJIBHO MHOIO
Y 4acTo MMCaBIINM B Te Tofbl 0 KaHTe, ObUI errte
onyH 1podeccop bBI'Y — b. D. Beixosckuit. Kpome
o0s13aTesIbHBIX TOI/ja YUeOHMKOB II0 AMajieKTide-
CKOMY ¥ MICTOPMYECKOMY MaTepuasivi3My OH OCTa-
BIJI OOJIBITION KOPIYC PadOT IO MCTOPUM 3allaf-
HOeBpOIeVicKo (prstocodnnt, ¢ OTHeTIbHBIMU 13
KOTOPBIX, KaK, Hallpumep, ero padorammu o A. Illo-
nteHrayape u C. Kvepkerope, 1 ceromHs padoTaroT
cTyneHTbI-drstocodsl. Keraty, B 3Tux ABYX He-
Gospmx 10 popMaTy KHMUTax M3 cepum «Mblc-
JIVTeJIV TIPOIIJIOr0» OH CPaBHUTEIBHO MHOIO Me-
CTa yJesseT rccjlefjoBaHMIo ment KaHTa Kak Bax-
Horo ncroka dputocodpnu Illonenrayspa, a Takxe
nposoauT napasutent mexay Kanrom n Keepke-
rOpOM B IIOHVMIMaHUW peurum u 3Tukn. OgHaxko
310 Oynet yxe B 1970-e rr. IToka e, B onmchiBa-
eMble HaMU IIpeJIBOeHHble JecATmieTns, beixos-
CKWUVI CTaJI aBTOPOM OJJHOTO M3 IIePBbIX COBETCKMX
y4ebHUKOB 10 dmytocopum — «Ouepk dputoco-
v gmanexTrdeckoro Marepmanmsma» (1930),
KOTOPBIV Bbl/iep>KaJl HeCKOJIbKO m3fgaHuil. B Ha-
crosimiee Bpemsi B HarmonaneHo 61bimoreke be-
Jlapycy MOXKHO O3HaKOMWTBCS C 3TOVI KHUIOVI, W3-
JaHHOV B TOM 4NcJle Ha OeslopycckoM s3bike. [lo-
BOJIBHO OOJIBITION pasyien «Tak Ha3bIBaeMbIl Kpy-
TUIIM3M» OBUI CITeIMaIbHO IIOCBSIIEH (PUIIOCO-
vt KanTa (Berxosckmii, 1930).

ABTOp 1T0COOMS Cpasy IpenyIpeXiaeT YnuTaTe-
JIsL, YTO OH IIpeijlaraeT TOJIBKO CXeMaTYHOe M3JI0-
JKeHVe, «KOPOTKUI ouepk yueHns» Kanra. Ho ripn
3TOM OH He TOJIBKO TlepecKasblBaeT, HO TakKke aHa-
JIM3MIPYeT OCHOBOIIOJIATaoIIe Ve HeMeIIKOro
dustocoda 11 gaet nm orieHKy. Tak, BeixoBckwit rmo-
naraeT, yTo KaHT «pa3Bsi3bIBaeT» B CBOeM y4YeHUN
BCEro OfIVH BOIIPOC — 00 OTHOIIEHMIX CyObeKTa 1
00BeKTa, 4 1 He-sl, MeaINCTYeCKy pelllasi OCHOB-
Hom Borrpoc dprtocodpum (berxosekmiz, 1930, c. 64).
Ynomunuas, uto B «KpuTuke YmcToro pasyma»
Kanr pesko kputukosasi bepkiu u eme pesue —
JIr000V1 Mneain3M, BeIXoBcKML IIOTUEePKMBAET, YTO
3TO 1aJI0 OCHOBaHMs HEKOTOPBIM aBTOpaM He CUM-
TaTh €ro HY WeaJIiICTOM, HY MaTepuaJIiCTOM, a
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their teaching all the most reactionary things”.
Referring to them as “the great philosophers
of the young rising bourgeoisie” and contem-
porary bourgeois authors as merely “philoso-
phising epigones of moribund capitalism” he
still finds some reactionary elements in Kant
which contemporary philosophers “latch on
to” and use for their own purposes (Wolfson,
1935, p. 31).

Another author who wrote frequently and
at length about Kant in those years was BSU
professor Bykhovsky. In addition to the man-
datory writing of textbooks on dialectical and
historical materialism, he left a large body of
works on the history of Western European
philosophy, some of which, e.g. his works on
Schopenhauer and Kierkegaard, are still used
by philosophy students. Incidentally, these two
short books in the “Thinkers of the Past” series
devote considerable space to the ideas of Kant
as an important source of Schopenhauer’s phi-
losophy and draw parallels between Kant and
Kierkegaard in their interpretation of religion
and ethics. However, that would be later, in the
1970s. In the meantime we are still in the 1920s
and 1930s when Bykhovsky wrote one of the
tirst Soviet philosophy textbooks, An Outline of
the Philosophy of Dialectical Materialism (1930),
which went through several editions. The book,
published also in Byelorussian, is available at
the national library of Belarus. A large section
of the book, “So-Called Criticism”, is devoted
to Kant’s philosophy (Bykhovsky, 1930).

Immediately, the author warns the reader
that he offers only a “bare bones” rendering, “a
brief summary” of Kant’s teaching. In fact, he
not only summarises but analyses the German
philosopher’s views and assesses them. Byk-
hovsky argues that Kant in his teaching “untan-
gles” only one issue, the relationship between
subject and object, “I” and “not 1”, resolving
the fundamental question of philosophy in an



TioJ1araTh, YTO OH CTOUT Hazl 00erMY OTHOCTOPOH-
HocTsiMy. OIHAKO aBTOpP KHWUIM CTaBUT BOIIPOC:
Tak J1 3T0? PelrtaeTcs OH BIIOJIHE B JIyXe JIEHVH-
CKMX yKa3aHWV. BbIXOBCKMTI TIMIIIET, YTO HY OJTHO
ydeHue He KOHIIeHTPUpPYeTcsl TaK Ha THOCeOJIOr -
yecKovt IpobsieMaTyKe, KaK KpUTUIIN3M, aHaJIN3H-
PYIOIINII pa3yM 1 YesloBedecKye CIIOCOOHOCTH, ero
BO3MOXXHOCTH, CTPYKTYPhI 11 ocobeHHOCTH. V371a-
ras Jiajiee OCHOBHBIE IIOJIOKeHWsI TeOpuy TI03Ha-
Hus KaHTa, vcciiefioBatesb cripaBejINBO aKlleH-
TUPYeT IepPBOCTEIIeHHOCTEL poJIn CyObeKTa B Hel.
Onnako TakuM oOpasom KanT, o cjioBam aBTopa,
«OITycToIIaeT 00beKT», yMeHblIaeT ero pob B I10-
3HaHWY U IpeBpalaeT cyObeKTa B eHCTBeHHO-
O 3aKOHOJIaTeJIs ¥ TBOopIla 3HaHMsL. BeIxoBckmit He
BUINT IIPV 3TOM CYIIIECTBEHHOIO pasInuis Mex-
ny s3msgamy KanTa v Tak HasbiBaeMbIM (peHOMe-
HaJI3MOM, KOTOPBIVI OIVICHIBAETCSI MM B IIpeIbl-
OyILeVi IJ1aBe oco0Ms. DTO CBA3aHO ¢ KAHTOBCKOV
TPaKTOBKOVI BelllM B cebe, KOTOpasl MpOBO3IJIallla-
eTcd HeMelKMM ritocodoM Hero3HaBaeMom U
HeylocTyItHOM cyObekTy. 1o MHeHMIo BpixoBckoro,
pedb He MeT 0 KaKOM-IM0O0 IyaIICTUYeCKOM pa-
BeHCTBe cyObeKkTa 1 oObekTa. [lyannsm obopaun-
BaeTCs UJIeaIn3MOM, TaK KaK TOJIBKO CyObeKT TBO-
PUT MUpP HayKM, a O0beKT UTpaeT UCKITIOUNUTETbHO
CITy>keOHYIO0 pOJIb; MaTepus IIPY 3TOM CTaHOBUTCS
He OoJlee yeM TBOpeHMEM Jiyxa, a U3yudeHue IIpu-
POIIBI CBOIMUTCS K M3YUeHMIO TIO3HAHMS.

Ho riaBryo omm6ky KanTa berxosckuit BuanT
B IPU3HaAHWUM Helo3HaBaeMOCTVM MMpa, OTpbIBe
3HaHMA OT OOBEKTMBHOV peaJIbHOCTU U ero cyob-
eKTMBU3AIM C TOMOIIIBIO KaTeropum paccyjika
(berxosckmi, 1930, c. 73). OH oOparttiaeT BHMMaHVIE
Ha BHYTPEHHIOIO ITPOTMBOPEYMBOCTh U Herlocsle-
JI0BaTeJIbHOCTh KPUTUIIM3Ma, KPUTUKYET ero 3a
OTPBIB CcoflepKaHMs OT POPMBI, BellleVt OT MX CBsi-
sert. OTMeYaeT OH 1 HecorlacOBaHHOCTD ITpV3Ha-
HVSI CyIIeCTBOBaHWSI OOBeKTVBHOV pealbHOCTHU C
HNPVHIUIIMAIBHBIM OTKA30M ee [03HaBaeMOCTL.

OreHmBas Takoro poga KpUTHKY, CJleflyeT 3a-
MeTUTb, YTO BCe 3TM oOBMHeHM: B agpec KaHTta
yke He pa3 purypmposaau B paboTax ero 3amai-
HOEBPOIIEVICKIX OIIIOHEHTOB, BKJIIOYasl M COBpe-
MeHHUKOB (mtocoda. HeomHOKpaTHO OTMeuasl-
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idealistic manner (ibid., p. 64). Noting that Kant
in the Critique of Pure Reason inveighs against
Berkeley and even more heavily against any
idealism, Bykhovsky stresses that this prompt-
ed some authors to consider him neither an ide-
alist nor a materialist but someone who stands
above both extremes. Is this really so? he asks.
He proceeds to resolve the question very much
in the Leninist way. Bykhovsky points out
that no teaching is so focused on epistemolog-
ical problems as criticism, which analyses rea-
son and human potential, capacities, structures
and peculiarities. Summarising the main pro-
visions of Kant’s theory of cognition, he right-
ly stresses the primary role of the subject in it.
However, in this way, the author argues, Kant
“drains the object of its substance”, diminishes
its role in cognition and turns the subject into
the sole law-maker and creator of knowledge.
Bykhovsky sees no essential difference between
Kant’s views and phenomenalism which he de-
scribes in the previous chapter. He associates
this with Kant’s interpretation of the thing-in-
itself which Kant declares to be unknowable
and inaccessible for the subject. In Bykhovsky’s
opinion, this has nothing to do with a dualis-
tic parity between subject and object. Dualism
turns out to be idealism because only the sub-
ject creates the world of science while the object
plays strictly an auxiliary role; matter becomes
merely the creation of the spirit and the study
of nature is reduced to the study of cognition.
However, the author sees Kant’s main mistake
in his claim that the world is unknowable, the
separation of knowledge from objective reali-
ty and its subjectivation through the categories
of reason (ibid., p. 73). Bykhovsky notes the in-
herent contradictions and inconsistency of crit-
icism and criticises it for separating content
from form and things from their interconnec-
tions. He also notes the discrepancy between
recognition of objective reality and flat rejection
of its knowability.
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cs1 HevicTopmueckuit nofxor, KaHTa K TpakToBke
CcyObeKTa 1 4eJIoBeUecKoro MbIIIIeHVIs, O YeM M-
met 1 beixosckuit. IIpaBoTy cBomx aprymMeHTOB
II0 3TOMY ITOBOJLy OH OOOCHOBBIBAeT ITpV TIOMOITTV
MHOTOYVICIIEHHBIX CCHUIOK Ha pe3yJIbTaThl Vccile-
JIOBaHMS psAfla COBpeMeHHBIX eMy HayK — WHIU-
BU/IyaJIbHOV TICVIXOJIOTMM, TICMIXOJIOTMM HapoIoB
¥ T.II, OTBEPrarllyX alpyvOPHOCTh KaK IIOHS-
TV, TaK ¥ COOTBETCTBYIOIMINX (POPM UyBCTBEHHO-
CTV, a TaKKe ITOKa3bIBAIOIINX X BO3HMKHOBEHe
u dpopMIpoBaHMe B IeTCKOM Bo3pacTe. DTy Kpu-
TUKY KaHTOBCKOI'O yUeHIsI XapaKTepu3yeT CTpeM-
JIeHVe B JyXe TOrJalllHell MAeoJIorn YTBepauThb
€ro B KauecTBe «HeIOoCJIeoBaTeJIbHOTO U 3KJIeK-
TUYHOTO» VleaIn3Ma, IIPOJeMOHCTPUPOBaTh, YTO
HeMeLIKM1 prtocod He ITpeB3o1iesl OfHOCTOPOH-
HOCTb MaTepuaausMa 1 uieannsma. He ynasocs
npeBo3Moub KaHTy, cunraer BeixoBckmmi, v Kpani-
HOCTV SMIIMpPM3Ma M pallyoHasIM3Ma, Tak KaK OH
orpaHMYMII cdepy HayKu JIUIIb 0OJIacThIO SIBjle-
HUM 1 cyOobekTBHBIM MupoM (beixosckumr, 1930,
c. 79). Takoro pofa CMHTe3 IIpMBeJl JINIIb K IOTe-
e HacTosIIIero 00beKTa HayKu, OTPhIBY CO3HAHMS
U pasyMa OT MaTepuasbHOro Mupa. Beison Oesto-
PYCCKOTO aBTOpa 3aKJIIOYaeTcsl B yTBEpXKIeHWUM,
YTO AOCTUYb HOIJIMHHOIO COeAVMHEHMs 3HaHW
C TeopeTMYecKM MBIIIJIeHVeM Ha OCHOBe I03Ha-
HMsI 0OBeKTMBHOV PeasIbHOCTY CMOTY T JIWIIIh yue-
HUsI, KOTOpble CMEHSIOT KPUTUYeCKUT MeasInsM,
HeCITOCOOHBIVI BBITIOJITHUTB cBOM 3a1aunt (Tam xe).
Vmeetcss B Buay lerenib, kotoporo berxoBckmi
CTaBUT Ky/a Bblllle KaHTa, Tak KaK IIepBBIVI CyMerl,
II0 €r0 MHEeHMIO, COXPAaHUTb OOBbEKTVBHYIO peasib-
HOCTb MIpa, 000CHOBaTh OOBEKTMBHOCTD 3HAHWS
Y TIOKa3aTh, YTO MUP CYIIeCTBYeT He3aBUCVIMO OT
HaIllero To3HaHMs Y OH TI03HaBaeM.

B 1933 r. B KHUTe ¢ xapaKTepHBIM JIJIsI TOI'O Bpe-
MeHV HasBaHMeM «Bparum u danbcudukaTopsl
MapKcu3Ma» BBIXOBCKMVI yyKe Topas[o pesue olle-
HuBaeT drutocodmro KaHTa, cHabOXas oport cson
OLIEHKV He cOBCeM OJIarokesiaTesIbHbIMY SITTeTa-
Mu. Ha mHam B3ryzan, aTo Bpsj v 6bU10 00yc/IoB-
JIeHO IlepeMeHO BO B3IIsAax caMoro dgpusocoda
B oTHOMeHMy KanTa u ero yuenmns. Ckopee, peub
vmeT o dopMmpoBaHUM OoIee KeCTKMX OpuI-
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Commenting on this critique, it has to be
noted that all these charges against Kant have
more than once been levelled by his Western
European opponents, including Kant’s contem-
poraries. Kant’s unhistorical approach to the
interpretation of the subject and human reason,
noted by Bykhovsky, has frequently been men-
tioned. He makes his case by citing numerous
examples of research in contemporary sciences:
individual psychology, the psychology of peo-
ples etc., which reject the a priori nature of con-
cepts and corresponding forms of sensibility, as
well as research showing that these arise and
are formed in childhood. This critique of Kant’s
teaching reveals the desire, in the spirit of the
ideology of the time, to declare it to be “incon-
sistent and eclectic idealism” and to demon-
strate that the German philosopher failed to
overcome the one-sidedness of materialism
and idealism. Nor has Kant overcome the ex-
tremes of empiricism and rationalism because
he confined the sphere of science to the domain
of phenomena and the subjective world (ibid.,
p- 79). This kind of synthesis resulted only in
the loss of the real object of science, the divorce
of consciousness and reason from the mate-
rial world. The Belarusian author concludes
that a genuine marriage of knowledge with
theoretical thinking on the basis of cognition
of objective reality can only be effected by the
doctrines which succeed critical idealism which
is not up to its tasks (ibid.). Bykhovsky is re-
ferring to Hegel whom he puts far above Kant
because the former, he believes, has managed
to preserve the objective reality of the world,
ground the objectivity of knowledge and show
that the world exists independently from our
cognition and that it is cognisable.

In a 1933 book under the tell-tale title The
Enemies and Falsifiers of Marxism Bykhovsky
delivers a much more trenchant assessment



aJIbHBIX YCTaHOBOK TI0 OTHOIIIEHWIO K JII00OV He-
MapKCUCTCKOV pvyiocodpmn, IpeonpenesieHHbIX
YVICTO MIEO0JIOrMTUeCKVIMY (2 OTHIOIB yoke He (pnIo-
codpcKkmMM) 3a/1avaMy, CTOSBIIVIMY TIepert aBTOpa-
MU Tex J1eT. Tak, berxoBckumit oOparriaeTcst K HeMerl-
KOMY MBICJITEIIIO B CBA3V C KPUTMKOVI B afipec ero
3MMTOHOB B JIN1le IIPUMKHYBIIIErOo K HeOKaHTMaH-
CTBY aBCTpUIICKOro driocoda, TeopeTrKa TaK Ha-
3bIBA€MOTO aBcTpoMapkcmaMa M. Aptepa. ToT bl
Tasics OObeAMHUTh KaHTMAHCTBO C MapKCU3MOM
IIyTeM JOIIOJIHeHMs 1ocslemHero 3Tukon Kanra u
JIOTMIKO-METOI0JIOTMTYeCKOro 0OOCHOBAaHMSI MapK-
CUCTCKOVI COLIMOJIOTMV C IOMOIIIBIO KaHTOBCKOI'O
KpuTnimsMa, 4to ajist Tex BpemeH B CCCP cunra-
JIOCh abCOJIIOTHO HEIONYCTVIMBIM W MJIeosIoriye-
CKV BpeTHBIM. BBIXOBCKMIT OTMEYaeT, YTO B CBOVIX
HOIBITKAaX «BOCKpecUThb B3IIsAnabl KanTta» Amep
JIeMOHCTPUPYeT «IIOIATHOe ABVKeHve». OH IIbITa-
eTcsd Paso0JIaunTh M JPYTUX 3MUTOHOB, KOTOphIe
yTBepXKaaiam, 4To KaHTy yiasoch BCTaTh «BbIIIIe»
000X OCHOBHBIX HaIIpaBjIeHUil B durtocodum,
3aHATh PUIIOCOPCKYIO TO3UIIVIO, HaXOISAITyIOCs
II0 Ty CTOPOHY MaTepuasvsma U naeamsma (bbr-
xoBckm1, 1933, c. 37). ITpu aToMm, 1o cjioBaM aBTOpa,
OHVI OMVPAIOTCS Ha «9KJIEKTUYHOCTD, MEXEeyMOU-
HOCTB €ro TIO3UIIV», KOTOpasi Ha Jiejie ecTb He 0o-
Jlee yeM Iipymupenye 1 Kkomrpommucc. 1o berxos-
ckoMy, y KaHTa JOMMHMpYyeT MeHHO MieacTy-
yecKas CTOpOHa, TaK KaK OH yTBep)K[aeT BTOpUY-
HOCTB, 3aBVCHMOCTb MUIpa, IIPVUPOJIbl, 00beKTa, Ma-
TepUM IO OTHOIIEHNUIO K CYOBEKTY, MBIIIIJIEHNIO, a
caMa MaTepwus IIpeficTaeT y Hero JIVIIB sIBJIeHeM,
He CyIIeCTBYIOIIVM BHe Halllell YyBCTBEHHOCT.
W x0Ts T71aBHBIM BOITPOCOM KaHTOBCKOV (prytoco-
dun sBiIseTCS BOIPOC O TOM, KaK BO3MOXKHO ITO-
3HaHMe, a He OCHOBHOV Borpoc dpuiocodnm, oH,
1o beIxoBckomy, He MOXXeT MMHOBaTh BoIpoca 00
OTHOIIIEHNMV MBIIIUIeHs K ObiTnio. Vl masee aB-
TOp HBITaeTCs JOKa3aTh, UTO IeHTpasbHasl IIPO-
OrreMa KpUTHIIM3MA TaK VIJIV VIHAJe ITepeceKaeTcs
C OIIHOVI 113 BO3MOXKHBIX (POPMYJIMPOBOK OCHOBHO-
ro Borpoca dpmiocodnnt, a MUMeHHO: KaK OTHOCUT-
sl Hallle MBIIIUIeHVe K OKpy>KarolieMy Mupy. Bbl-
BOJI, ITOBTOPsIeT JICHMHCKYIO OLIeHKY — «OH U Mlea-
JIVICT Y1 MaTepUJIVICT OJHOBPEMEHHO, TI0JIOB/HYA-
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of Kant’s philosophy, using sometimes rather
unfriendly epithets. I do not believe that this
should be attributed to a change in his own
views on Kant and his teaching. Most proba-
bly it has to do with the increasingly intolerant
official attitude to any non-Marxist philoso-
phy, determined by purely ideological and not
philosophical tasks facing the authors at the
time. Thus, Bykhovsky turns to Kant in con-
nection with the criticism of his epigones in
the person of Austrian philosopher and advo-
cate of Austromarxism, Max Adler. He tried
to combine Kantianism with Marxism by sup-
plementing the latter with Kantian ethics and a
logical-methodological justification of Marxist
sociology using Kantian criticism, an approach
considered in the USSR of the time to be abso-
lutely inadmissible and ideologically harmful.
Bykhovsky notes that in his attempts to “res-
urrect Kant’s ideas” Adler was “moving back-
wards”. He tries to expose other epigones who
claimed that Kant managed to rise “above”
the two main trends in philosophy and occu-
py a philosophical position beyond materi-
alism and idealism (Bykhovsky, 1933, p. 37).
They take advantage, Bykhosky believes, of
the “eclectic, wishy-washy position” which,
in fact, is no more than conciliation and com-
promise. According to Bykhovsky, Kant is pre-
dominantly an idealist insofar as he asserts that
the world, nature, object and matter are sec-
ondary to the subject and to thinking. Matter
itself becomes merely a phenomenon that does
not exist outside our sensibility. Although the
main question of his philosophy is how cogni-
tion is possible, this is not the main question of
philosophy as such, and he cannot, according-
to Bykhovsky, sidestep the question of the re-
lation of thought to being. And he proceeds to
argue that the central problem of criticism in-
tersects in one way or another with one of the
versions of the main question of philosophy,
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TeH, KoJ1e0s1eTcsi, arHOCTUK U T.IL», UTO OMSTh-Ta-
KV CBUETEJILCTBYeT O «MexeymounocTu V. Kan-
Ta» (bbrxosckum, 1933, c. 40).

B Hagaste 1940-x BprxoBckmit HanmieT HeOOIIb-
mryro kHury «Meton m cucrema leresis» (1941), B
KOTOPOVI HeCKOJIBKO pa3 Oyaer ymoMsHyT KaHT,
XOTs1 B 11eJIoM paboTa TIocBsiIlleHa aHaJIi3y BKJIazla
T'eress B eBpornierickyto dprstocodprro. AHaIM3MPYs
BOITPOC O ITO3HaBaeMOCTV peaIbHOIo MIpa, O BO3-
MOXXHOCTY OOBEKTVBHOTO, MCTVHHOTO €ro I03Ha-
HMsA, aBTOP CpaBHMBAaeT B3IVISAIbI JBYX HeMeITKMX
MBIc/InTesIel, oTeors Iererto Ooslee 3HaUMIMOe Me-
cTo B prstocodpum, Tak Kak TOT «II€PEHOCUT B HO-
BYIO IJIOCKOCTB 3TOT BOIIPOC, IIPUBEIIINT B TYIIVK
drtocodckoe yuenme Kanra, BEIBOIUT ero Ha IIu-
PpOKMI Iy Th MicTopm3Ma» (beixoBckmii, 1941, c. 11).

Kpartkne ynomuHanms o Kanre mMpl Haxomym
y beixoBckoro B pabore 1947 r. ¢ TakXe O4eHb xa-
paKTepHBIM /I Tex JieT Ha3BaHueM «Mapasm co-
BpeMeHHOV OypyasHon dwiocodpum». Tem He
MeHee Mecto KaHTa 37ech BBITOHO OT/IMYaeT-
Csl OT TaK HasbIBaeMBIX «COBPeMEeHHBIX MpakKoOe-
COB», KOTOPBIX, IIO0 CJIOBaM aBTOpa, «yXe He yI0B-
netsopstoT Kanr, l'eresib, Mmsuib, CrieHcep... oHU
VIIYT BIOXHOBEHVE B CpeJHeBeKOBbIX TpaKTaTax»
(berxosckmi, 1947, c. 11). YVxe B 1970-e rr., Kak oT-
MeyaJIoch BBIIe, BBIXOBCKMV HammIleT [iBe KHU-
I B cepum «MBICIIUTENIN IIPOIIIOrO», B KOTOPBIX
MHOT0 MecTa ynennt dpwiocodpun Kanra 1 xoro-
pBle OTIINYAOTCS COBEPIIIEHHO MHBIM, OoJlee B3Be-
IIIeHHBIM aHaJIV30M B3IJISIZIOB HEMEIIKOTO MBICIIV-
Tesi. Ho aTo Oyper yxe npyrasi amoxa, 115t KOTO-
PpOVI XxapaKTepHBbI JApyTvie OLIeHKM, XOTs IIpeBaJIu-
pyolias pojib JIEHMHCKOV KPUTUKM prstocodpmm
KanTa Oyper maBare o cebe 3HAThH BIUIOTH [0 Ce-
penvabl 1980-x rr. Eciim XXe KpaTko oxapaKTepu-
30BaTh OesIopyccKme pereniyy KaHTMaHCKOro Ha-
CIIefyis IOBOEHHBIX JIET, TO CJleflyeT OTMeTUTD OT-
HOCUTEJIbHYIO cBoOOy mccitemoBanmit 1920-x Ir. u
NPUIIeAIINI 3aTeM VM Ha CMeHY JKeCTKUW Vjle-
oslormyeckuii KOHTpostb 1930-x, oOyciioBIIeHHBIN
VI3BECTHBIMU VICTOPUYECKVIMY peaIVisIMIA
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to wit: how does our thinking relate to the sur-
rounding world? His conclusion regurgitates
Lenin’s view that “he is an idealist and a ma-
terialist at the same time, half-hearted, waver-
ing, and agnostic” etc., which again attests to
Kant’s being “wishy-washy” (ibid., p. 40).

In the early 1940s Bykhovsky wrote a short
book, Hegel’s Method and System (1941). Al-
though it is devoted to Hegel’s contribution
to European philosophy, it refers to Kant sev-
eral times. Looking at the question of the cog-
nisability of the real world and the possibility
of objective and true knowledge of it, the au-
thor compares the views of the two German
thinkers, assigning to Hegel a more significant
place in philosophy because he “transfers to a
new level the issue which led Kant’s teaching
into a dead end, and puts it on the wide road of
historicism” (Bykhovsky, 1941, p. 11).

We find brief references to Kant in Byk-
hovsky’s 1947 book under another tell-tale
title, The Degeneracy of Modern Bourgeois Phi-
losophy. Nevertheless, Kant is given a more
favourable place than the “modern obscuran-
tists” who, the author writes, “are no longer
happy with Kant, Hegel, Mill, Spencer [...],
they draw inspiration from medieval treatises”
(Bykhovsky, 1947, p. 11). In the 1970s, as not-
ed above, Bykhovsky would write two books
in the “Thinkers of the Past” series in which he
devotes much space to Kant’s philosophy and
which offers a totally different, more balanced
analysis of the German thinker’s views. But
that was a different era marked by different at-
titudes, although the prevalence of Lenin’s cri-
tique of Kant’s philosophy would last into the
mid-1980s. To sum up the Belarusian reception
of the Kantian heritage in the pre-war years,
we should note the relative freedom of re-
search in the 1920s which was replaced by the
severe ideological control of the 1930s, caused
by the well-known historical realities.



KaHT B mocsieBoeHHbIE TroabI

(repyion, xpyIIeBCKOVI OTTeNe I
1 1970—-1980-€ rT.)

C nauasniom Benmkonr OTedecTBeHHOV BOVIHBI
KanT ecyim m cTaHOBUTCSI MHTEpeceH, TO TOJIBKO
Kak OIVH U3 IIpeacTaBuTesIeV HeMEeIIKOV KjlacCu-
uveckomt dpntocodpun B 11esioM. B 1943 r. B Mockse
BBIXOIUT 3HaMEHUTHI TpeTumnt ToM «VIctopun
dputocodpum» niop, pepakumen I. B. Aslekcanmposa
(c 1955 1o 1961 1. oH paboTasl B MMHCKe 3aBeyIo-
IIIVIM CeKTOPOM [IajIeKTIYeCKOro U MICTOPUYecKo-
ro MarepuanusMa VMHcTuTyTa dprstocodpmn u mpa-
Ba AH BCCP). Cpenu akTMBHBIX aBTOPOB 1 Opra-
HW3aTOPOB TPEXTOMHMKa ObUI 1 YIIOMVHaBIINT-
cs BeIle mpodpeccop BpIXOBCKMII, Ha3BaHHBIN B
noctanosieHnn LK BKII(0) «O mHemocrarkax u
OIIMOKax B OCBEIIeHUV VICTOPUV HeMeIKom u-
socodmm xoHtia XVIII n Hagama XIX BB.» (cM.: O
HezlocTaTKax..., 1944) omHUM 113 BUHOBHMKOB «He-
IIPaBUJIBHOTO» OCBellleHNs KjlaccudecKon duio-
codmu, Bxitodas n yueHne Kanra. Ero n gpyrmx
aBTOPOB yIIpeKaIl B OOBEKTMBI3ME, 3aTyIIIeBbl-
BaHMM KOHCepBaTWU3Ma, OTCYTCTBUM KPUTUKI pe-
aKIMIOHHOCTV COLMAJIbHO-TIONIUTUYECKX MIIe 1
T.1L., XOTsI B OOJIBIIIEVI Mepe 3TM yIIPeK! OTHOCH-
JIMCh K m3siokeHmio drtocodpmm lerertst m 1lern-
nvHra. OauH 13 BeAyIINX POCCUVICKMX KaHTOBe-
1oB A.H. KpyrioB B cTarbe, IOCBAIIEHHON JIVIC-
Kyccvsam o KanTe Bo Bpemst Besikornt OtevecTBen-
HOVI BOVIHBI, HOZ[pO6HO OIIvicasl, Kak B 3TUX YCJIO-
BUSIX COBeTCKMe pryIocodbl BeJIyl CIIOPBL O PO
KaHTOBCKOM viocodumt B «CTaHOBJIIEHUN Trep-
MaHCKOI'O HallVIOHaJI-CoLMasIi3Ma 1 ero arpeccus-
HOVI BHelltHeV1 oy Tnkm» (Kpyrios, 2020, c. 192).

B mocrieBoeHHBIe TOIBI IIPOLIECC Pa3BUTMS VIC-
criefoBanum dustococpun Kanra B berrapycn Obit
TakKXXe KparHe 3aMeijIeHHbIM. /1 TOJIBKO B TOfBI
XPYIIEeBCKOVI ~ OTTeles HaOrofgaeTcs  obliee
OXMBJIeHVe VHTepeca K ero Hacjle[IMi0 B PecIIy-
6mnuxe, Kak, BrapodeM, 1 B CCCP B nesiom. bertopyc-
CKIV YiTaTesIb 3HAaKOMUTCA € 31aBaeMbiMu B Mo-
ckBe Counaenmsimm KanTa B 1miecTr Tomax, pado-
tamu B. D. Acmyca, A. B. T'yieiru, M. K. Mamapma-
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Kant in the Post-War Years:
The Khruschev “Thaw” Period
and the 1970s and 1980s

With the start of the Great Patriotic War
(World War II) Kant became interesting, if at
all, as a representative of classical German phi-
losophy as a whole. In 1943 the famous third
volume of The History of Philosophy, edited by
Georgij V. Alexandrov (between 1955 and 1961
he would work in Minsk as head of the sec-
tor of dialectical and historical materialism at
the Belarusian Academy of Sciences’ Institute
of Philosophy and Law), came out in Moscow.
One of the active contributors to, and organ-
isers of, the three-volume collection of articles
was the above-mentioned Professor Bykhovsky
who was named in the Resolution of the Cen-
tral Committee of the All-Union Communist
Party of Bolsheviks (1944) “On the Shortcom-
ings and Errors in Presenting the History of
German Philosophy in the Late Eighteenth and
Early Nineteenth Centuries” as one of the cul-
prits of the “wrong” coverage of classical phi-
losophy, including Kant’s doctrine. Bykhovsky
and other authors were reproached for objec-
tivism, blurring of conservatism, lack of criti-
cism of the reactionary socio-political ideas etc.
of those German philosophers, although these
charges would be directed more against Hegel
and Schelling. One of the leading Russian Kant
scholars, Aleksey N. Kruglov (2020, p. 192), in
an article devoted to discussions about Kant
during the Great Patriotic War gave a detailed
account of how in that situation Soviet philos-
ophers were conducting debates on the role of
Kantian philosophy in “the emergence of Ger-
man National-Socialism and its aggressive for-
eign policy”.

In the post-war years the development of
Kant studies in Belarus was also very slow. It
was not until the Khruschev “Thaw” that over-
all interest in his legacy quickened in the re-
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sy, H. B. Morpoumsioson, T. V. Onzepmana,
2.10. Conosreba 1 ap. C cepeamubl 1960-x IT. Ha
dwtocodpckom otaernenun bI'Y HaumHarooT ymTaTh
GostpInon Ky pc «Hemerikas Ki1acciaeckas pmioco-
dws», B paMKax KOTOPOrO B COOTBETCTBYIOIIIEM Bpe-
MeHM KJIIo4e M3JIararoTcs 1 ocHoBHbIe naen Kan-
Ta. BipodeM, o pocTe ypoBHS MM XOTs ObI O ITO-
SBJIEHUN Cepbe3HBIX MCCIIeoBaTeIbCKMX ITy0m-
Kallny, TOCBSIIEeHHBIX (PVIocodnn HeMeIKOro
MBIC/INTeIIS, B pecityOnike, ocobenHo B 1970-e 1T,
TOBOPUTB He IIPUXOAUTCS; B JIyUllleM cilydae 3TO
ObUTIL OTHEeIBHBIe PabOThl, IPUYypPOUeHHbIe K TIa-
MSTHBIM KaHTOBCKMM JaTaM. 1ak, K 250-1eTuro co
IOHs poxaeHus dpusiocoda B IIIaBHOM HapTUIHOM
XypHasle cTpaHbl «KOMMYHWCT» BBIXOOWUT IOOW-
nmeviHasg crathsa  A.C. Kaprmoka « Ipemimectsen-
HUK MapKcucTckon dpvtocodpum» (1974). Ee aBrop,
OIIATH K€ B Jlyxe PUTOPUKM TeX JIeT, OTMedaeT, C
OIHOVI CTOPOHBI, «3HAYUTEIIbHBIVI CJIe[]», OCTaB-
JIeHHBIVI HeMeITKUM pryIocodoM B [Ty XOBHOM pas-
BUTWVI YeJIOBEYECTBa, MINIIIET O HeM KaK 00 OTHOM
V3 POOOHAYAIIBHMKOB KJIACCUYECKOV HEMEeIIKO
dvtocodumt — TeopeTnyecKoro MCTOYHMKA MapK-
CM3Ma, a TaKXe O ero «IJIyOOKMX AMaIeKTIIecKIX
uaedax B JOKPUTUYECKUV Iepyrofl TBOpYecTBa». A
C Opyroi — KPUTWMYECKUI IIePUON KaHTOBCKOV
dwtocodum xapakrepusupyeTcs KakK «3KJIeKTUY-
HBIVI ¥ HEeIIOCIeJOBAaTeIbHbBIVI, ITPVMUPSIOIII
MaTepuaIv3M U maean3M». Kapimrok BbIcKasbIBa-
eT psifl KpUTUYeCcKX 3aMedaHuil B afpec Kanra,
OTMeYasi ero HeCcIIOCOOHOCTh PelINTh II0CTaBJIeH-
Hble IIpoOsIeMbl, HaTh QrIocodckoe OOOCHOBa-
HVe BCeOOIITHOCTM ¥ HeoOXOOVMOCTY MaTeMaT-
KV VI TeOPeTNYeCKOro eCTeCTBO3HAHWS, UTHOPU-
poBaHVIe VIM MCTOPUYECKOVI ¥ KJIacCOBOVI O0YCIIOB-
JIEHHOCTM HOPM MOpaJIii, YTONWYHOCTb BEUHOI'O
MMpa, HeCIIOCOOHOCTh ITOHSTHCS O ITOHVMMAHMS
aHTaroHM3Ma KJIacCoB 1 X 0opb0ObI 11 T.11. I IpaBra,
3aKaHYMBAETCS CTaThsl CBOETO POfia MaHEIPVIKOM
B agpec KaHTa, 6e3 KOTOpOro, Imo cjioBam aBTOpa,
He Obuto Ob1 Duxte, lllesmara, leresss, Mapkca
¥ DHrebca, IPeoIosIeBIIX HeIOCTaTKM KilacCy-
4ecKoVl HeMelIKov ¢pvytocoprnt, OTOpOCHBIIINX ee
VIeosIoryecKyie HacJIOeHMs M BIIUTABLINX IIPO-
rpeccusHble ven KaHTa.
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public and indeed across the whole USSR. The
Belarusian reader becomes acquainted with the
six-volume Works of Kant, published in Mos-
cow, with the works of Valentin F. Asmus,
Arseniy V. Gulyga, Merab K. Mamardashvi-
li, Nelly V. Motroshilova, Teodor I. Oizerman,
Erikh Yu. Solovyov and others. From the mid-
1960s the BSU philosophical department intro-
duced a major course of lectures on “German
Classical Philosophy” which treated Kant’s
ideas in line with the prevailing trends of the
time. Still, there were no grounds for talking
about a growth or even the existence of serious
research publications devoted to Kant in the re-
public, certainly not in the 1970s. At best there
were isolated works, timed for Kant anniversa-
ries. Thus, to mark the 250" birthday anniver-
sary of Kant, Kommunist, the country’s flagship
party journal, carried a jubilee article by Ana-
tolij S. Karlyuk titled “Forerunner of Marxist
Philosophy” (1974). Its author, again deploy-
ing the rhetoric of the time, notes, on the one
hand, that Kant “had left a significant mark” in
mankind’s spiritual development and describes
him as one of the founders of classical German
philosophy, the theoretical source of Marxism
and notes the “profound dialectical ideas in
the pre-critical period of his work”. But, on the
other hand. he describes the critical period of
Kant’s philosophy as “eclectic and inconsistent,
reconciling materialism and idealism”. Kar-
lyuk makes some critical remarks about Kant,
noting his failure to solve the problems raised,
to philosophically explain the universality and
necessity of mathematics and theoretical natu-
ral studies, his ignoring of historical and class
sources of moral norms, the utopianism of the
perpetual peace idea, the inability to under-
stand the antagonism of classes and their strug-
gle etc. True, the article ends with a panegyric
to Kant without whom, the author writes, there
would have been no Schelling, Hegel Marx
and Engels, who overcame the shortcomings
of classical German philosophy, cast aside its
ideological accretions and assimilated Kant’s
progressive ideas.



Cpenn Takoro popma IOOVIIENTHBIX PaOOT BBI-
nensetcs crarbd npodeccopa BI'Y A.C. Kiepue-
Hu «Dutocodpckne mpen Kanra B beropyccum»
(Kinepuens, 1981), nocssimmenHast 200-71eTHiO BbI-
xofa B cBeT «KpuTukm umcrtoro pasyma». Otme-
yasg IpOoTMBOpeunBoCcTh dpriocodpum Kanra, as-
TOP B TO e BpeMs IoJiaraeT, YTO OHa yKe C KOH-
11a XVIII B. HamwIa 6J1aronpuATHYIO COIIMATTBHY IO
" neniHyo 1ouBy B beropyccnu, rae conmaiib-
HO-5KOHOMMYEeCKOe PasBUTMe OCYIIeCTBIISJIOCh B
oCTpot MeosIornyeckor 0oprbe mpoTms deosa-
ausMa U perurun. Jlajiee B cTaThe IIOKa3bIBaeT-
csl, KaK men HeMeIKoro dpwiocoda MHTepIpe-
TUPOBaJIVCh BUIHEVIINMM OeJIopycCKMMM MBIC-
anrerrsiMu XIX B, SBIISIBHIMMMCS B OCHOBHOM
IIPeJICTAaBUTEIIIMM BYX BBICIINIX Y4UeOHBIX 3aBe-
JIeHWVI, eVICTBOBaBIIVX TOI7la Ha TeppuTOpUN
cTpaHbl, — Busenckoro yHusepcutera 1 Ilostorr-
KOV Me3yUTCKOV aKajleMuu. ABTOp KpaTKO BOC-
IIPOM3BOANUT CYTh pas3BepHYBIIEVICS BOKPYT yue-
Hug KaHTa mosileMukm (1o BoIpocaM THOCEOJIO-
T'MM, STUKN 1 COLMasIbHON prytocodmm), KoTopas
B OIIpeieJIeHHOVI Mepe CIIOCOOCTBOBasIa pa3BUTIIO
JOepaIbHBIX MeV ¥ OCIabJIeHMIo BIIVISTHUS Te-
0JIOrMM Ha TeppuTopuu TorgamniHert beopyccmm.

V1 Bce ke IPUMEHUTESIFHO K pa3sBUTUIO OeJlo-
pycckont Meician 1970—1980-x rr. Bpsiz 1M MOXXHO
yTBepXXAaTb O HaJIMUMUU Cepbe3HOro VCCiIeoBa-
TeJILCKOTO MHTepeca K Hacjle[INIo HeMeIIKoro u-
j0coda 1 yXK TeM Oosiee TOBOPUTD O TOCTVKEHWUN
HOIJIVHHO Hay4HBIX pe3yJIbTaToOB B Jlejle ero oc-
MBICJICH VL.

VccemoBaHMsI MOCTCOBETCKOIO IIepmoa

Toseko ¢ Havastom [lepecTporiky, Korga BO3HM-
KaeT HaCTOATeJIbHAs ITOTPeOHOCTh B HOBOM «IIPO-
YTeHUM» KJIAaCCMYecKOM 3aragHomn duitocodmn,
B KoHIIe 1980-x — Hagasze 1990-x IT. B pecriyornm-
Ke CyIIeCTBEHHO BO3pacTaeT BHVMAaHUeE K MIesM
KanTa. OgHMM 13 OCHOBHBIX BEKTOPOB MCCIIEIO-
BaHWI OeJIOPYCCKMX aBTOPOB CTAHOBUTCS IIPO-
O71eMa aKTMBHOCTM CyOBeKTa IO3HaHMs B puio-
copun Kanrta m y mperncraBuTesiell HeMEITKOrO
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Contrasting strongly with such jubilee
works is the article “Philosophical Ideas of
Kant in Belarus” by BSU professor Aleksan-
dr S. Klevchenya (1981), devoted to the 200
anniversary of the publication of the Critique of
Pure Reason. Noting the controversial nature of
Kant’s philosophy, the author writes that it fell
on fertile social and intellectual soil in Belarus
which, beginning from the late eighteenth cen-
tury, was an arena of fierce ideological strug-
gle against feudalism and religion. The article
then proceeds to give an account of how the
German philosopher’s ideas were interpret-
ed by the prominent Belarusian thinkers in the
nineteenth century, who were mainly represen-
tatives of two higher educational institutions,
operating at that time in the country — Vilni-
us University and the Jesuit Academy in Po-
lotsk. The author briefly reproduces the issues
of the polemics which developed around Kant’s
doctrine on the theory of cognition, ethics and
social philosophy, which to a certain extent
contributed to the development of liberal ideas
and weakened the influence of theology in
what was then Belarus.

To sum up, it can hardly be said that this pe-
riod in the development of Belarusian thought
was marked by serious interest in the German
philosopher’s heritage, let alone by significant
results in assimilating it.

Research in the Post-Soviet Period

It was not until the start of Perestroika,
when an urgent need arose for a new “read-
ing” of classical Western philosophy in the late
1980s and early 1990s that interest in Kant's
ideas markedly increased. One of the key di-
rections of research for Belarusian authors be-
came the problem of the activity of the subject
of cognition in Kant’s philosophy and among
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ITpocserienns B 1esioM. ViccrenmyeTcst Takke Tec-
HO CBsI3aHHO€ C HeVl IIOHSITVe TPaHCIeH/IeHTaIb-
HOro KakK Criocoba 00OCHOBaHMS aKTVMBHOW IIPU-
porbl cyOBeKTa; aHaIM3MpyeTcs crenydmKa KaH-
TOBCKOTO pellleHs JaHHOV IIpo0sIeMBbl, CBSI3b €ro
VIHTepIIpeTaly cyObekTa II03HaHMS C THOCEO-
JIOTMUeCKMMM YCTaHOBKaMM HeMeIKux ¢uioco-
doB-TIpocBeTUTEIENT I B TO XK€ BpeMs BBISIBIIS-
eTcs crenndrKa KaHTOBCKOV MBICIIV TI0 CpaBHe-
HVIIO C IIPOCBETUTEIIbCKON Tpanmivent (IpyaHmi-
kui1, 1986). [lanHon mpobriemaTiiKe, HO yxe B Oo-
Jlee pacinpeHHOM opMare, OblTa TIOCBSITIEHA U
BBIIIIEJIIIIAS Ha OeJTOPYCCKOM SI3bIKe MOHOTrpadmist
Toro e apropa (I'pyaHitiki, 2006).

Wccnenopanme mpo0iieMbl aKTMBHOCTU CYOb-
eKTa IIPOHOJDKAeTCS ¥ KOHKPeTM3MpYyeTcs mda-
Jlee Ha OCHOBE PAacCMOTPeHMs MeTapM3MUIecKux
VICTOJIKOBaHMV IIPOCTpaHCTBA ¥ BpeMeHm. [lpum
3TOM OIIpelle/IeHHOe BHVIMaHWe yJelsieTcs aHa-
JIN3y aKTMBHOCTV UMCTBIX (POPM UyBCTBEHHOTO
cosepliaHVs, BelIy B ceOe, SABJIeHN 11 HOyMeHa B
VIX B3aVIMOCBS3V C y4eHVeM 00 allprOpHOCTY Uy B-
crBeHHBIX popMm (Kasapsn, 1990).

IoBBIITIeHHBIVI HTEPeC K aHaJIN3y TaKOro pora
pobsieMaTVKy ObIT BO MHOTOM 00YCIIOBIIEH HOBBI-
MM 3ajiadaMyi, KOTOpble IIOCTaBWIO B TOT TIEPVIOL
reper; oOIIiecTBOBeIaMM TOJIUTIYECKOe PYKOBOZI-
CTBO CTpaHBL Pedb II71a 0 BaXXHOCTY OCMBICTIEHMS
[JTyOVHHBIX MEXaHV3MOB TBOPYECKM aKTVBHOV Ue-
JIOBe"eCKou AesTesibHOCTI. HeciywarHo erre of-
HVUM BEKTOPOM KaHTOBEIYEeCKMX VICCIIeIOBAHMI
Gestopycckmx prIocodoB CTaHOBUTCS BOIIPOC O
CYIITHOCTVI VI POJIVI VIZIeVI B TIO3HAHWV VI IIPAKTHIKE.
DTO TaKXXe OTBeuasIo 3aJjayaM TOro BpeMeHW, Ha-
MeYaBIITMMCS TPAaH/IVIO3HBIM VM3MEHEHWSIM B K3~
HVI CTPaHbl — IIOBBIIIIEHNIO POJIU CYOBEKTVBHOIO
dakTOpa, aKTMBM3ALINN IESTEITBHOCTHOTO ITOIXO-
Jla K OIpeeIeHNIO CyObeKTa KaK ITPaKTIYecKo-
ro ImpeoOpa3oBaresist COLVAJIBHON IeVICTBUTEIb-
HocTy. [lpenmpuHMMAIOTCS IIOMBITKY BBISIBUTH
r7TyOVHHBIE TeopeTudecKye VCTOKNM TaKOoro Jesi-
TEJILHOCTHOIO aHaJjIvi3a MBIIIIEHUS VI CTAaHOBIIE-
HVIS JVAJIeKTUKO-MaTePYaIICTIIYeCKOrO TIOHVIMa-
HUA JIOTUKM B HEMELIKOV KJIaCCMYeCKO (bvmoco-
. C 3TOVI 1eJIBIO MCCIIeyeTCs JIOTYecKoe, pa-

the representatives of German Enlightenment
as a whole. The closely related concept of the
transcendental as a way of asserting the ac-
tive role of the subject is explored; the peculi-
arities of Kant’s solution of the problem and
the link between his interpretation of the sub-
ject of cognition and the epistemological princi-
ples of German Enlightenment philosophers is
analysed and, at the same time, the differences
of Kant’s thought from the Enlightenment tra-
dition are noted (Grudnitsky, 1986). The same
author presented an extended treatment of the
problem in a monograph published in the Bela-
rusian language (Grudnitsky, 2006).

The problem of the active subject was elab-
orated on the basis of metaphysical interpreta-
tions of space and time. Attention was paid to
the analysis of the activity of pure forms of sen-
sible intuition, the thing-in-itself, phenomenon
and noumenon and their interconnection with
the teaching on a priori forms of sensibility (Ka-
zaryan, 1990).

The heightened interest in the above prob-
lems is largely attributable to the new tasks the
country’s political leadership set before social
scientists. It was important to understand the
inner mechanisms of creative human activity. It
is no accident that the issue of the essence and
role of ideas in cognition and practice became
one more area of Belarusian scholars” research.
This met the challenges of the time and the ex-
pected grandiose changes in the country’s life,
i.e. the growing role of the subjective factor,
activity-related approach to the determination
of the subject as a practical transformer of so-
cial reality. Attempts are being made to reveal
the theoretical sources of such activity-relat-
ed analysis of thought and the emergence of a
dialectical-materialistic interpretation of log-
ic in German classical philosophy. To this end
a study has been undertaken of the logical, ra-
tional, objective and true content of the notion
of “idea” with Kant and Hegel as represent-
atives of two poles of German classical ideal-
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IIVIOHAJIbHOe, OOBEKTUBHOE ¥ VICTMHHOCTHOE CO-
JlepkaHue MOoHATHS «uaes» y Kanrta u I'eresrs kak
IIpeficTaBUTeIIel JBYX IIOJIFOCOB HEeMeIIKOIo Kilac-
CMYeCKOro mjieasv3Ma, BBIACHSIOTCA Te II0JIoXKe-
HUS 3TUIX YYeHUV, KOTOpbIe JIeJIafoT BO3MOXKHBIM
rilepexoy;, OT OJHOro K JIpyromy. beuto ripenjioxerno
TaKXe MOHVMaHUe uaen Kak oopMbl caMoV eV
CTBUTEJIBHOCTY, COflep>KaHeM KOTOPOVI SBJISeTCs
CYIIHOCTb YeJIOBEYEeCKOV [1eATeIbHOCTH, IIpeod-
pasyIolIieit 3Ty JeViCTBUTEeIIbHOCTb, — ¥ OTHOBpe-
MeHHO KaK (POpPMBI AesiTeJIbHOCTY, COfepKaHeM
KOTOPOVI SBJISIeTCSI CYIITHOCTD JIeVICTBUTEIIbHOCTY,
TO ecTb O0BeKTVBHas ncTHa (Cemenos, 1987).

Haumnag ¢ 1997 1. Ha GeslopyccKum sI3bIK Iie-
pesonmTcs pazn nponssenenunt Kanra. OgHuM n3
IIepBbIX OBLJI IlepeBesieH ero TpakTaT «OTBeT Ha BO-
poc: uro Takoe I Ipocsemenne?». B nocenyromme
rofel Ha OesfopyccKoM si3bike ObLIv OrmyOrvKoBa-
Hbl «[Iposieromens! Ko Beskovt Oyyiert MeTadpu-
suke» (Kanrt, 2006), a Takxe dparmenTs! n3 «Kpu-
TUKM CTIOCOOHOCTY Cy>XeHMs». B 1998 r. B MuHCKe
BBIXOIIUT B CBeT NepBoe n3gaHue «Hoperiiero dpu-
s10c0dpCKOro cyioBapsi» 1of, pepakient A. A. I'pu-
11aHOBa, B KOTOPOM OOJIBIIIOE MEeCTO 3aHJI KOPITyC
cTaTell, ITOCBSAIIEHHBIX cobcTBeHHO KaHTy M oc-
HOBHBIM pasfiesiaM ¥ HOHATUSAM ero dpwiocodumn.
B aToit nyGiukanym Briepsele B bestapyct Obui Tie-
pecMOTpeH p4fl, TPaAVIIVIOHHBIX MIe0JI0rMYecKmX
CTEpeOTUIIOB W IOAXOAO0B K M3JIOKeHUIO ITIaBHbIX
MIenl MBICJINTeIIS, MOKa3aHa CyTh HEeOKaHTMaH-
CKMX pelenium ero pmiocodckoro Hacienmns, B
ToM umcsie B Poccun 1 berapycn.

B 1999 r. B cBs3u ¢ 275-1eTrieM co OHS poxze-
HusA dutocoda BIiepsble B berapycut cocTossch
HOCBsIIeHHbIe ero TBopdecTtsy XV MexnyHapor-
Hble YTeH!s Ha TeMy «Besmkue mpeoGpasosaTe-
i ecrectBosHaHM: ViMManywt KanT». Ony6mim-
KOBaHHBIE Te3VChI IOKJIa/J0B TIOKa3aIn IIpodarn-
LNV OXBAT TeMaTMKI KaHTOBCKoro Hacyenus (Be-
JIVKVe TIpeoOpa3oBaTesint..., 1999).

B 2000-e rT. Gestopycckue vcciiefioBaTen mpo-
JloJDKasIu obpaltaTbes K TBopdecTBy KaHTa B KOH-
TeKCTe rHoceoyiormyeckoni rematukm. Tak, B 2001 .
ObU1a oy OmkoBaHa KHUra Ipodeccopa H. B. Po-
xmHa «[Ipobriema OOBEKTMBHOV HOCTOBEPHOCTH
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ism, and the provisions of their teachings that
make it possible to move from one to the other
are clarified. The idea was defined as a form of
reality whose content is the essence of human
activity that transforms reality and at the same
time as a form of activity whose content is the
essence of reality, i.e. the objective truth (Se-
myonov, 1987).

Beginning from 1997, several of Kant’s
works were translated into Belarusian. One of
the earliest translations was the treatise An An-
swer to the Question: What Is Enlightenment? The
years that followed saw the publication of Be-
larusian translations of the Prolegomena to Any
Future Metaphysics (Kant, 2006), and fragments
of the Critique of Judgement. In 1998 the first edi-
tion of The New Philosophical Dictionary, edited
by Aleksandr A. Gritsanov, was published in
Minsk, which contained a large body of arti-
cles devoted to Kant and the main elements and
concepts of his philosophy. This publication, for
the first time in Belarus, cleared away some tra-
ditional ideological clichés and approaches to
the presentation of the thinker’s main ideas, ex-
plained the essence of the Neo-Kantian recep-
tion of his philosophical heritage, including in
Russia and Belarus.

In 1999, which marked Kant’s 275" birthday,
Belarus for the first time hosted the 15" Inter-
national Readings on “Great Transformers of
Natural Science: Immanuel Kant”. The pub-
lished summaries of speakers’ papers demon-
strated the broad sweep of Kant’s heritage
(Aporovich, 2006).

In the 2000s Belarusian scholars continued
to invoke Kant in the context of epistemolo-
gy. Thus, 2001 saw the publication of Professor
Nikolaj V. Rozhin’s book The Problem of Objec-
tive Veracity of Knowledge in European Philoso-
phy (from Descartes to Wittgenstein) which, in
explaining the reasons why this problem arose,
analyses, among other things, what the author
calls the “Kantian” problem of objective reality
of knowledge. Rozhin argues that Kant initiated
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3HaHM4 B eBponericko dpumstocodpun (ot P. exap-
Ta 710 JI. Butrenmirerita)», B KOTOpO B KOHTEK-
CTe BBISIBJIEHVSI IIPUUMH BO3HMKHOBEHNSI TaHHON
1po0JIeMbl aHAJIM3UPYeTCs 1 «<KaHTMaHCKasg», Kak
ee Ha3sbIBaeT aBTOpP, IpobeMa OOBEKTVMBHOM [I0-
CTOBepHOCTM 3HaHMs. POXX1H, B 4acTHOCTH, TI0/Ia-
raet, uro uMeHHO ¢ KaHTa OepeT Havasio «HOBas»
npobsieMa OOBEKTVIBHOCTY, II€PEXOMLINasi 3aTeM
B pasjIMuHble ee MOAMMUKaINY, 00yc/IOBJIeHHbIe
drnocodpckmmu naesmu Y. Kyarna u J1. Butren-
IIITeVIHA, TBOPYECTBO KOTOPBIX IIOPOOHO paccMa-
TpuBaeTcs B Kuure (Poxun, 2001).

Emle ogHMM WMHTepecHBIM BEKTOPOM VicCIle-
moBaHUM Oesopycckmx pmiocodoB CTaHOBUTCA
TIaTeIbHasl IIPOpPabOTKa MOHATWUIIHOIO arlrapa-
Ta TPagyLNUN TpaHCLeHIeHTaIbHO-KPUTUYeCKON
dmocodpum. Tax, B paborax A.H.Ilymana Ta-
KOWl TOJIXOJI OCYIIeCTB/IsieTCs B KOHTeKCTe 000-
CHOBaHMSI YCJIOBUVI BO3MOXKHOCTY palliOHAJIBHO-
rO MBIIIJIeHVs, CMeHbl VeasloB Hay4YHOV paliy-
OHAJIBHOCTY, a TakKXe aJIbHeVIIIero pas3BUTU
uien TpaHcleHgeHTan3Ma. OCHOBHOe cofiepika-
Hute ero avcceptarim (2001) yxe B Oortee passep-
HyTOM dpopMaTe HavifleT OTpa’keHue B MOHOI'pa-
dun «TpancuennenTanbHasg dprtocodpms». B nen
aBTOP JaJl KOHLENTYyaJIbHYIO IIeproAn3aliiio oc-
HOBHBIX coflepKaTesIbHBIX OJIOKOB TpaHCIIeH IeH-
TaJIbHOVI pvyiocopum B BuUIle BbIAEJIEHHBIX MM
TpexX MCTOPUYeCK! U MIEVHO CMEHSIONINX JIPyT
Opyra MoOOesen: KJIacCMYeCcKOV, HEKJIaCCYeCKO
" TIocTKIIaccudeckort. OH Takke IOKasal IIpeeM-
CTBEHHOCTb B PasBUTUM AaHHOV (rstocodcKom
TpaguLIUM U SKCIUIMIVPOBAJI CrielidpruecKyro
dopmy dwtocopum, KparmpuIMpyeMyro Kak
TpaHcleHeHTasIbHas (yman, 2002).

W Bce e 0coOBINI BCIIIECK MHTepeca K TBOpUe-
CTBY BeJIMKOIO HeMeITKOro MbIC/InTess B besapy-
e ObpUT MHMIMMpoBaH o0bsaBireHneM IOHECKO
2004 roma rogmom Kanra. besnopycckme vicceno-
BaTe/I Hada/ll aKTMBHO COTpygHWYaTh ¢ VB-
ctutyroM Kanrta npm KaymmHuHrpagckom rocy-
JapCTBEHHOM YHUBEPCUTeTe Ha pofiyiHe Pritoco-
da B KayimHmMHTpase, npeodbpa3oBaHHBIM 3aTeM B
cTpykTypHOe nonpasperienve bODY vm. V. Kan-
Ta — Axagemuio KaHTuaHy 1o Hay YHBIM PyKO-
BOzIcTBOM ITpodeccopa H. A. [ImuTpreBorn.
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the discussion of the “new” problem of objectiv-
ity which was later elaborated by Willard Quine
and Ludwig Wittgenstein, whose work he ex-
amines in detail in his book (Rozhin, 2001).

Another interesting area of research pur-
sued by Belarusian philosophers was a thor-
ough review of the conceptual apparatus of the
tradition of transcendental-critical philosophy.
Thus, Andrej N. Schuman uses this approach
to justify the conditions that make possible ra-
tional thought, change of ideals of scientific ra-
tionality and further development of the ideas
of transcendentalism. The content of his disser-
tation (2001) would be elaborated in the mono-
graph Transcendental Philosophy which offers a
conceptual periodisation of the main substan-
tive blocks of transcendental philosophy into
three successive models: classical, non-classi-
cal and post-classical. He also demonstrated
the continuity in the development of this phil-
osophical tradition and explicated the distinct
form of philosophy qualified as transcendental-
ism (Schuman, 2002).

And yet the biggest surge of interest
in Kant’s work in Belarus occurred when
UNESCO declared 2004 the “Immanuel Kant
Year”. Belarusian philosophers began to active-
ly cooperate with the Kant Institute at the Im-
manuel Kant Baltic Federal University in Kant’s
native Konigsberg (now Kaliningrad), subse-
quently transformed into the Academia Kantiana
under Professor Nina A. Dmitrieva.

A landmark in the intellectual life of the Re-
public of Belarus was the realisation in 2004 of
an international conference co-hosted by the
BSU Faculty of Philosophy and Social Sciences
and the Belarus National Academy of Scienc-
es’ Institute of Philosophy with the support of
the FRG Embassy and the Republic of Belarus
National UNESCO Committee. The conference,
“Kant’s Philosophy and Contemporaneity”,
found great resonance in the country. Taking
part in it were prominent scholars from Rus-
sia (M. N. Gromov, L. A. Kalinnikov, S.L. Ka-



BospmmmimM  coObITMIEM B MHTEIJIEKTYaIbHON
xm3Hu Pecriybimkn Berapyck cTasio mposeie-
HUe B IOOMJIEITHOM TOIy MeXIyHapOIHOV Hayd-
HOV KOoHdepeHIIMM Ha daKyiibTeTe driocopun
u colmanbHbeiX HayK bI'Y coBmecTHO ¢ VHCTUTY-
toMm dpvtocodpnnt HAH Pb m mpu noggepxke mo-
cosiberBa PPT 11 HarmmonasrisHoro kommreta I°b 1o
nenaMm IOHECKO. Kondepennus no teme «Pu-
nmocodpusa V. KaHTa M coBpeMeHHOCTb» BbI3BaJla
OoJIBIIION pe30HaHC B CTpaHe, CTajla COOBITVEM B
ee VMHTeJUIEKTyaJIbHOV XWU3HW. B dopyme mpu-
HSUIM y4acTue BUIHBIe vcciieqosaTesv 13 Poccum
(M. H. I'pomos, JI. A. Kasimanukos, C.JI. Karpeu-
ko, A.C. Konecaukos, A.H. Kpyrios u np.), I'ep-
manuu (E. ®uxkapa), ITonpmm (K. bais, B. Criom-
ckum), JInteer (. Buwmonac), Jlatsum (V1. Buna-
Mae) 1 Ykpanasel (M. IO. Casenbesa, B.JI. ITasros
u ap.). Temaruka [OKJIazioB OxBaTblBajla caMble
pasHble acIleKThl KaHTOBCKOI'O YueHMsl, aKTyalb-
Hble He TOJIBKO JIJISI ero BpeMeHM, HO M B Hallll
nHU. Belyiv mipecTaBiieHBl pe3ysIbTaThl MCCIIeH0-
BaHUM Oesopycckmx ¢uitocodoB, Kacaromyecs
BivsiHMA et Kanra Ha mbicns berapycn n Boc-
TOUHOCJIABSHCKOIO pervioHa B 1IeJI0OM, CBs3el He-
MEITKOVI 1 0eJIOpyCCKOV MBICIN 1 Ap. (cM.: Puto-
codms V. KanTa, 2005). B xauecTtBe cBoero poza
IeBr3a KOHQepeHIINM MOXHO Oblyio Obl ITpuBe-
CTVM Ha3BaHMe JI0KJIa/ia TOIJJallIHero mpesceare-
1151 Poccuiickoro Kaurosckoro oormecrsa J1. A. Ka-
JvHHVKOBa Ha TeMy «[louemy V1. KanT gBigercs
HaIIIIM COBPEMEHHVIKOM?».

B 2000—2010-e rr. OmHMM M3 Ba’KHEVIIIINX BEK-
TOPOB pabOTHI IO OCMBICTIeHMIO Haceaus: KaHTta
CTaHOBUTCA y4eOHO-MeTomm4eckoe obecrieueHye
oOpasoBaTeIbHOrO IIpoliecca, OCOOeHHO IIpyMe-
HUTEJIBHO K PeIeHNIO 3ajiad 10 IIOATOTOBKe Bbl-
COKOITpodpecCrOHaIBHBIX KaJpoB Ha (paKyJibTeTe
drtocodpmnt 1 coumanbabix Hayk BI'Y. Yaureisas
OypHOe pasBuUTVe UCTOPUKO-PVIIOCOPCKOM HayKM
Kak B Poccum, Tak m 3a pyOesxoM, Oestopycckue vic-
cJlefioBaTesIN M IperofaBaTeIn CTaBIN 1epes, co-
Oor1 3amavuy 0OOOIIeHIsI HOBEVIIIIVIX 3HaHWII B 00-
JIaCTV COBPEMEHHOI0 KaHTOBeeHNs, BBIIBUTaio-
II[erocs Ha caMble IlepeioBble PyOeXy MVPOBOV
dwiocodpunt. B cBere sTMX AOCTVKEHUI HOTpe-
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trechko, A.S. Kolesnikov, A.N. Krouglov and
others), Germany (E. Ficara), Poland (K. Bal,
V. Slomski), Lithuania (D. Viliunas), Latvia
(I. Vinamaje) and Ukraine (M. Yu. Savelieva,
V.L. Pavlov and others). The topics of speak-
ers’ papers spanned various aspects of Kant's
teaching which were relevant not only for his
time, but for today as well. The results of stud-
ies by Belarusian philosophers concerning the
influence of Kant on thought in Belarus and the
eastern Slavic region as a whole and the links
between German and Belarusian thinkers etc.
were presented (see: Zelenkov, Rumyantseva,
Liahchylin and Novikov, 2005). The conference
motto might well be the title of the paper by the
then chairman of the Russian Kantian Society,
Leonard A. Kalinnikov: “Why is Kant Our Con-
temporary?”

In the 2000s and 2010s one of the main areas
of effort in interpreting Kant’s legacy was the
methodological support of the education pro-
cess, especially with a view to training profes-
sional cadres at the BSU Faculty of Philosophy
and Social Sciences. Considering the rapid de-
velopment of historical-philosophical studies
in and outside Russia, Belarusian researchers
and teachers set themselves the task of general-
ising the latest knowledge in the field of mod-
ern Kantian studies, which are moving to the
forefront of world philosophy. In the light of
these achievements it was important to write
not only fundamental scientific works, but also
a new type of textbooks that take a broad view
of the essence and significance of the teach-
ing of Kant and his closest followers. Several
works of this kind, published in this country,
explain the content of the basic concepts of his
philosophy, analyse his main works and re-
count the history of their creation. I would like
to mention just some of them. As part of the
scientific and methodological support of the
study course “German Idealism of the Mid-
dle of the Eighteenth and the First Third of
the Nineteenth Centuries” offered at the BSU
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GoBasioch co3aHVie He TOJIBKO HOBBIX (PyHIIaMeH-
TaJIBHBIX HayYHBIX PadOT, HO 11 y4eOHBIX TTOCOOMTI
HOBOTO TWIIa, IITMPOKO OCBELIAOIINX CYTh U 3Ha-
ueHMe yueHms KaHTa 11 ero OrvpKanImimx mociieno-
BaTeslell. B cTpaHe BBIXOOUT psif] TaKOro popa Iy-
OrMKari, B KOTOPBIX pacKpbIBaeTcs cofepKaHie
OCHOBOIIOJIATAOIIVIX TTOHSATUY KaHTOBCKOV (pMIIO-
codpum, TIOIPOOHO aHAIM3UPYIOTCS IJIaBHbIE TPY-
IIbI, OCBeIIaeTCsl ICTOPUS MX CO3JaHMs. YIIOMSHY
JIUIIIb HEeKOTOpble 13 HuX. C I1eJIbI0 HayYHO-MeTo-
IMgecKoro odecriegeHms yueOHoro Kypca «Hewmeri-
Kumt vpeasmsM cepenyabl XVIII — nepsont Tpetn
XIX B.», unTaemoro Ha daxysisTeTe dprtocodpun 1
conmanbHbiX Hayk BI'Y (103 aynuropHBIX Yaca), 1
VICTOPUKO-PUIIOCOCKIMX CHELIKYPCOB J1sI CTYeH-
TOB-(P1I0cO0POB OBbUIN BBIIYIIEHBI ITOCOOVIS IO He-
MeIIKOV TPAaHCIIeHIeHTAJTBHO-KPUTITYECKO (PVIo-
codpmt VI HEMeITKOMY WieaIn3My, B KOTOPBIX 00Tk~
III0e MeCTO 3aHVMAIOT pasesibl, ITOCBSIIIeHHBbIe
dutocodpvm Kanra (Pymsniesa, 2004; 2008; 2015).
B 511 ke rompl B paboTy IO OCMBICIIEHMIO KaH-
TVMAHCKOTO HaCJIeAVs aKTVBHO BKITIOYAIOTCS ITPefl-
CTaBUTEJIVI MOJIOJIOTO TIOKOJIeHMsI OesopyccKuX
durocodpos, MHOrME M3 KOTOPBIX, Oyayun elie
MarmcTpaHTaMy ¥ aclypaHTaMy, IIPOIUIN IITKO-
1y 3HaMeHUThIX KarTOBCKMX uTeHM B KanmmHnH-
rpage. Cpeny Hux A.TO. Hyauuk, O.JI. ITosHsko-
Ba, A. V1. bapxatkos, A.B. EpmosioBud 1 gp., KoTo-
pBle aHAIM3MPYIOT B CBOMX CTaThsIX, AVICCepTaly-
sIX, MOHOrpadmsX pasIvMdHble ACIeKThl YYeHWs
HeMeITKOTO MBICINTeIA. Pe3ysibTaTsl aTx padoT
aKTVIBHO VICIIOJIb3YIOTCSI CETOIHS MOJIOIBIMU IIpe-
roflaBaTesIsIMI, B TOM 4Wcile U B y4eOHOM ITporiec-
ce. Tax, O.JI. Ilo3HsAKOBa OCyIIIecTBIIIa B CBOEV MO-
Horpadpmm TeopeTndecKyIo PeKOHCTPYKIIMIO du-
socodpmm ncropum KanTta B e1MHCTBe aHTPOIIOIIO-
TMYeCKMX VI COLMAITBHO-TIONIMTUYECKMX aCIIeKTOB,
BBISIBUIB CBS3b MEXIy yHMBepcaJIbHBIM XapaKTe-
POM IIPMPOBI YesIoBeKa VI ITOJINTUKO-ITPaBOBBIMU
riporieccamut B oOrrectse (IlosHskoBa, 2015).
OcoObIv1 MHTEpec IIPeCTaBIIAIOT paboTHl, MO-
CBSITIeHHBIE OCMBICTIeHVI0 Haciuenns Kanrta dwu-
socodammt — BeIxofamu 13 bertapycut. B auccep-
Tanuu u psage cratent A. V1. bapxaTrkoBa, K IpuMe-
PY, BBISBIISIOTCS CYIITHOCTD ¥ KJTIOYeBble acTIeKThI

144

Faculty of Philosophy and Social Sciences (103
class hours) and historical-philosophical spe-
cial courses for philosophy students, textbooks
have been issued on German transcenden-
tal-critical philosophy and German idealism, in
which sections devoted to Kant’s philosophy
loom large (Rumyantseva, 2004; 2008; 2015).

In the same years, the work on the Kantian
heritage was joined by a young group of Be-
larusian philosophers many of whom, while
still undergraduate and post-graduate stu-
dents, passed through the school of the now
well-known Kantian Readings in Kalinin-
grad. Among them are Andrej Yu. Dudchik,
Ol'ga L. Poznyakova, Anton I. Barchatkou, Ar-
senij V. Yermolovich and others, who in their
articles, dissertations and monographs explore
various aspects of the German thinker’s teach-
ing. The results of this work are being actively
used by new teachers who integrate them into
the teaching process. For example, Poznyakova
(2015), in her monograph, theoretically recon-
structs Kant’s philosophy of history, combin-
ing anthropological and socio-political aspects
and revealing the link between the universal
character of human nature and political and le-
gal processes in society.

Of particular interest are the works by phi-
losophers of Belarusian extraction devoted to
Kant’s heritage. For example, Barchatkou, in his
dissertation and a series of articles, reveals the
essence and key aspects of the reception and
interpretation of Kant’s transcendental philos-
ophy by Solomon Maimon (born in the village
of Zhukov-Borok, now in Minsk region). The
young scholar compares the treatment of the
relationship between sensibility and reason in
the works of Kant and Maimon, reconstructs
Maimon’s critique of the Kantian concept of the
thing-in-itself, reveals the essence of his teach-
ing on space and time compared to the Kan-
tian ideas, explains Maimon’s reinterpretation
of the Kantian theory of analytical judgements
and determines the place of the native of Be-



pelenuy ¥ MHTepIIpeTany TpaHCIeH/IeHTalIb-
Hom dustocopun Kanra B TBopuectse C. Marimo-
Ha, — ypoxeHIia filepeBHM JKykoB-bopok (ceromnsi
MunHckast obracts). Mostozion mcciiefoBaresib 1o-
KasaJl CrielUKy TpaKTOBKV COOTHOIIEHVS Yy B-
CTBEHHOCTMU M paccyzka B paborax Kanrta n Marn-
MOHa, PeKOHCTPYMpOBal 0COOEHHOCTM KPUTUKM
MartMOHOM KaHTOBCKOTO TIOHSITHMS Bellly B ceOe,
BBISIBIJI CYIITHOCTb €r0 YUYeHMsI O IIPOCTPaHCTBe
U BpeMeHU B CpaBHEHWM C KaHTOBCKMMU IIpef-
CTaBJIeHVSIMY, SKCIUIMILIVIPOBAJI CYTh II€PeOCMBIC-
jleHMsi MariMOHOM KaHTOBCKOVI TeOPMY aHaJIUTH-
YecKMX CY>KIAeHMUT, a TaKxKe IToKa3al MecTo U 3Ha-
yeHMe ypoxeHIla berapycu B micTopumn esporeri-
cxkomt dpwtocodum (bapxarkos, 2015). Ilo3nree, B
2018 r., ozt o0rient perraxiivert bapxaTkosa 1 ¢ ero
OoJIBIIION BCTYNWUTENIBHON CTaTkell Ha Oesiopyc-
CKOM s3bIKe BBINIIa aBToOMOrpadms MariMvoHa,
KOTOPBIVI IIOMVMO 3Ha4MTeIbHOro (PrIocodcKo-
ro Hacjle[Iysl OCTaBWI M MeMyaphl, CTaBllIVie YHU-
KaJIbHBIM JIOKyMEHTOM CBO€rO BpeMeHW W BaX-
HBIM VICTOYHVKOM II0 ICTOpMY ObITa 11 HpaBoB Be-
nvkoro Kuspxecrsa JIntosckoro (Marman, 2018).
He ciryuarnno cam KaHT B oHOM 113 cBOMX MViCeM
K M. I'epry oT3bIBajsicsi Upe3BbIYatHO BBICOKO 00
sToM MeIcrmTeste (KanTt, 1994, c. 526).
Beropycckme aBTOphI MyOJIMKYIOT CBOM CTa-
TBY He TOJIBKO B PeCIyOJIMKaHCKMX M3IaHMsAX, HO
U Ha CTpaHMIaX eIVHCTBeHHOIO W3[1aBaeMoro B
crpanax ObiBiiero CCCP nHay4yHOro XypHasia, I1o-
CBAIIIEHHOro pmsiocopmy HEeMEILIKOrO MBIC/ITe-
i1, — «KaHToBCKOro cOOpHMKa», a TakKe Ha cavi-
Te kant-onlineru; akTMBHO yd4acTByIOT B pabo-
Te MexnyHaponHbix KaHTOBCKuMX uTeHUM, Kpy-
mibix crooB B Kaymmmumrpane (PymsiHiesa, Ka-
xeMmakc, 2008; Pymsniiesa, 2010; 2011). ActivpaHTI
BI'Y M.T. llatepauk 1 M. B. PoB60 HeomHOKpaTHO
OpVHMMAJIM ydacTre B paboTe MexayHapomHbIX
JIETHMX IIKOJI MO M3ydeHuo Hacienus Kanrta B
Kammammrpane, a M. B. PoB6o BeicTyTIasa ¢ mokita-
JlaMy Ha MeXIyHapOIHBIX TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaIbHBIX
cemmHapax B Mockse. OHa aKkTMBHO paboTaeT Hajl,
KaHIVIATCKOV OVcCepTalivert, Hme/IKyeT CTaThbl,
TIOCBAIIIEHHBIe IIpo0JIeMe TpaHCIIeHeHTaIbHOIO
cyowvekTa B prtocodpum Kanra. Ero ocytectsiis-
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larus in the history of European philosophy
(Barchatkou, 2015). Later, in 2018, Barchatkou
edited and wrote a long introductory article in
Belarusian for the autobiography of Maimon
who, in addition to a considerable philosophi-
cal legacy, left memoirs which became a unique
document of his time and an important source
on the history of the life and mores of the Grand
Duchy of Lithuania (Maimon, 2018). It is no ac-
cident that Kant himself wrote about that think-
er in highly complimentary terms in his letter
to Marcus Herz (Kant, 1994, p. 526).

Belarusian authors publish their articles not
only in internal periodicals, but also in the only
journal in the former Soviet Union countries
devoted to the philosophy of the German think-
er, Kantovsky sbornik / Kantian Journal, and on
kant-online.ru website. They take an active part
in the International Kant Readings Conferences
and round tables in Kaliningrad (Rumyantseva,
Kazhemaks, 2008; Rumyantseva, 2010; 2011).
BSU post-graduate students Mihail G. Shater-
nik and Marharyta V. Rouba took part in the
Immanuel Kant Summer Schools in Kalinin-
grad, and Rouba made presentations at interna-
tional transcendental seminars in Moscow. She
is writing her dissertation, publishing articles
on the problem of the transcendental subject
in Kant’s philosophy. She is carrying out texto-
logical analysis of original works by early op-
ponents and followers of Kantian criticism with
the aim of reconstructing the conceptual field in
which they placed the concept of transcenden-
tal subject (Rouba, 2020).

In 2021 members of the BSU Chair of Philos-
ophy of Culture submitted for publication the
first part of the second volume of the Antholo-
gy of Philosophical Thought in Belarus in which
much space is given to the texts of Belarusian
authors devoted to the reception and analysis
of Kant’s philosophy in the nineteenth century
(Liahchylin and Dudchyk, 2021). Work is un-
derway on research projects that touch directly
upon important aspects of Kant’s teaching and

145



T.T. Pymsuiera

€TCsl, B YaCTHOCTW, TeKCTOJIONMYeCKUT aHaJI3 Opy-
I'MHAaJIbHBIX [TPOM3BeIeHNN CaMbIX paHHMX OIIIO-
HEHTOB U ITocJIejoBaTesieVl KaHTOBCKOTO KPUTUIIV3-
Ma C 11eJIbIO PeKOHCTPYKIIVV TOI'O KOHIIeNITyaJIbHO-
IO I0JIs1, B KOTOpOe MMV ObLIO TTOMeITIeHO TTOHATe
TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHOro cyobekTa (Posoo, 2020).

B 2021 r. corpymHuKaMmn Kadenpbl dusioco-
dvn xkyneTypbl BI'Y caaHa B meyaTh nepBasi 4acThb
BTOPOrO TOMa IT0coOMs «AHTOJIOrMM Prtocod-
ckovt MbIcin bertapycm», B KOTOpOVI MHOTO BHW-
MaHMs yZeJIeHO, TIOMMMO IIpOdYero, TeKcraM Oe-
JIOPYCCKMX aBTOPOB, TIOCBAIIIEHHBIM pelelini U
a"Haym3y dwiocodpum Kanra B XIX B. (AHTaso-
rist..., 2021). BegeTcs paGota B pamkax Hay4HO-¥C-
CJIeoBaTeIbCKMX TeM, HeIoCpelCTBeHHO 3aTpa-
IMBAIONIVX Ba’kKHBIE acIleKThl YUeHVsl HeMeIIKOro
dwtocoda, ero HopewmilVe peliedIINy 1 UHTEP-
nperaunn. Tak, B TocymapcTBeHHOV mporpaMme
Hay4JHBIX Mccriefopanmi PecrryOmmkm Benapych
(I'TIHW) ma 2021—2025 rr. yTBepXX/JdeHa Tema, I10
KOTOPOWI y>Ke aKTMBHO BefleTcs pabora, — «Kan-
TOBCKUVI MUPHBIVI ITPOEKT KakK PprIocodpcko-Mu-
poBO33peHYeckoe 00OCHOBaHMe 0e30IacHOCTY CO-
BpemeHHoro Mwupa» (T.I. Pymsnnesa, B.H. Ce-
MeHoBa). VcnormauTertn HVIP moctaBuim mieper,
cobovt 11e1b 000CHOBaTh PUITOCOPCKO-MUPOBO3-
3peHYecKUVI CTaTyC ¥ 3HaYeHVie KaHTOBCKOIO M-
HOTO ITpOeKTa 717151 obecriedeH s 0e30I1acHOCTY CO-
BpeMeHHOI'0 Mypa ITyTeM BbIsSIBJIeHVISI MecTa I10JIV-
TUYeCcKMX met dpntocoda B KJlacCCMYecKx 1 HO-
BETIIIVX TeOPeTUIeCKMX KOHIIETIIMSX U ITOAX0max
K o0ecITe4eHMIO MeXIyHapOIHON Oe30I1acHOCTM
(KOCMOTIONMTM3M, 3TaTy3M, IIOCTMOIEPHM3M, Heo-
mbeparisM, HeokoHcepBaTn3M). CTaBUTCS TakkKe
3a7lada BBISIBUTH ¥ OIIpeesINTh JOMMUHUPYIOIIVe
BEKTOPBI ITpaKTidecKon peanmsatym naei Kanra
B COLIMaJIBHO-TIONINTIYecKmX peasmsax XX—XXI Bb.

Taxum obpasom, B HacTosillee Bpems B besa-
pycu copMmpoBaIoch COODIIECTBO MOJIOIBIX VC-
cIlefioBaTesieVt, paboTaromix Ha dakysisreTe du-
nococpum n conmanbHbix Hayk BI'Y, B VHcTUTYTE
dmtocoprt HAH Pb u psane By3oB cTpanbl. OHMI
aKTVBHO 3aHVIMAIOTCS OCMBICJIEHVeM Hacyledys
KanTa B KOHTeKCTe KaK HallMOHaJIbHOW, TaK ¥ IJI0-
OasTPHOVI ITPOOIIEMATMKIT — peLlelIeVt ero Men
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its modern reception and interpretations. The
State Programme of Scientific Research of the
Republic of Belarus (GPNI) for 2021 —2025 con-
tains an item on which work is already in full
swing, “Kant’s Peace Project as a Philosoph-
ical-Worldview Grounding of Security of the
Modern World” (N.G. Rumyantseva, V.N. Se-
myonova). The aim of this project is to ground
the philosophical-worldview status and signif-
icance of Kant’s peace project for security in
the modern world by identifying the place of
the philosopher’s political ideas in classical and
modern theoretical concepts and approaches to
international security (cosmopolitanism, stat-
ism, post-modernism, neo-liberalism, neo-con-
servatism). Another aim is to reveal and define
the dominant vectors of practical implementa-
tion of Kant’s ideas in the socio-political reali-
ties of the twentieth and twenty-first centuries.
Thus, Belarus today has a community of
young researchers who work at the BSU Facul-
ty of Philosophy and Social Sciences and at the
Philosophy Institute of the Belarus Academy
of Sciences and some of the country’s univer-
sities. They are actively engaged in interpret-
ing Kant’s legacy in the context of national and
global problems, the reception of his ideas in
Belarus, “perpetual peace” and the union of
states, the philosophy of law and morals, logic,
methodology and transcendental philosophy.
This shows that the country’s philosophers are
actively preparing to mark the 300" anniversa-
ry of the great German philosopher’s birth, to
which a number of events will be devoted.
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COBBITHUA

EVENTS

KAHTVUAHCKAJ PAITMOHAJIBHOCTb
B ®MJIOCOPUN HAYKHA

O0630p IlepBoit KoHPepeHIMM JTabOpaTOpPUM
«KaHTnaHcKasi paliliOHaIBHOCTB»

A. C. Buavbep’

Mesxoynapoonas nayunas xorpeperyus « Kanmuar-
CKas payuoHasbHoCmy 8 husocopu HAyKU» Npouiaa c
9 no 11 oxmsabpa 2020 e. 8 basmuiickom ghedepasvHom
yHubepcumeme um. V. Kanwma 6 Kasununepade. Ilam-
HAOUAMb YHACMHUKOB U3 pasuvlx cmpar obcyxoaru
acnekmst KAHMoBCKoO20 NOHUMAHUSA HAYKU U POAU pa3-
yma 6 wetl: eduncmbo, pasiudue U CUCHEMAMULHOCHTD
ynxyul pasyma 6 nayke, kax oHu packpvibatomcs 6
paccyxoenusx Kanma o kpumepusx nay4Hocmu, kaac-
cugpuxayuio HAyK U Memoosl 1mMeopemu4ecKux u Ikcne-
PUMEHMANLHBIX UCCAe008aHUTL 6 KOHKPEMHbIX HAYKAX.
B memamuxe xorgpeperyuu moxHo Bvidesums 08a Bedy-
wjux acnexma: 1) coomwouienue memapusuxu u ecrme-
cmbBo3nanus 8 konmexcme KanmoBckou moxu, 2) 3Have-
Hue kanmobckux udei 6 coBpemeHHbIX HAYKAX U B KOH-
uenyusx ¢purococpuu Hayku XX u XXI cmosremuil.

KaroueBvie caoBa: Kanm, dusrocopus nayxu, pa-
UUOHAABHOCHTb, MeN1000.402U s, e0uHcmbo, cucmemamuy-
HOCHIb, 2UN0Me3a, IKCnepuUMeHin

C 9 mo 11 okts6psa 2020 r. B oHytaH-dpopMa-
Te’ B basTurickom deepasibHOM yHMBEpCUTETe
M. V1. KanTa cocrosytach MeXxayHapoiHasi KOH-
depennng  «KaHTMaHCKasi paliOHAJIBHOCTh B
dumocopun  Haykm», TOCBsIIeHHass OOCyKe-
HuIo npercrasieHnn KanTta o pasyme u parimo-
HaJIBHOCTW VI aHaJIU3y WX IIpUMeHeHus B pulo-
cocpum Haykm. C JT0K/Ia/laMy Ha aHIJIUVICKOM S3bl-

! Barrtuvickmit pefepanbHbI yHUBepeuTeT M. V. KaxTa.
236016, Kamuaunrpan, yi. A. Hesckoro, a. 14.
Iocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuto: 02 utons 2021 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2021-3-6

2Te3mchl JOKIAOB CM. Ha caiiTe kant-online.ru o agpecy:
http:/ /kant-online.ru/?page_id=4535. Bumeosaricu
BBICTYIUIEHWI JJOCTYIIHBI Ha Youtube-kaHajie AKajieMum
Kantmans! no agpecy: https:/ /youtube.com/ playlist?list
=PLdOR4QMdRX52Ns9HYmReyHE-x]24brKol.

KANTIAN RATIONALITY
IN THE PHILOSOPHY OF SCIENCE

Report on the First Conference
of the Kantian Rationality Lab

A.S. Zilber!

The international conference “Kantian Rationality
in Philosophy of Science” was held on 9-11 October
2020 at the Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal Universi-
ty (IKBFU) in Kaliningrad. Fifteen participants from
different countries discussed aspects of the Kantian
understanding of science and the roles of reason in it:
the unity, difference, and systematicity of the functions
of reason in science, as they are revealed in Kant’s dis-
cussions of criteria of scientificity, the classification of
sciences, or methods of theoretical and experimental re-
search in specific sciences. The topics discussed fell into
two broad categories: firstly, the relationship between
metaphysics and science in the context of Kant’s time;
secondly, the relevance of Kant’s ideas to modern sci-
ences and the concepts of philosophy of science in the
twentieth and twenty-first centuries.

Keywords: Kant, philosophy of science, rational-
ity, methodology, unity, systematicity, hypothesis, ex-
periment

The international conference “Kantian Ra-
tionality in the Philosophy of Science” devoted
to Kant’s ideas on reason/rationality and their
use in the philosophy of science, was held on-
line? at the Kant Baltic Federal University on
9-11 October 2020. Papers were presented in
English by 15 participants from eight coun-

! Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal University.

14 Aleksandra Nevskogo st., Kaliningrad, 236016,
Russia.
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2 Theses of the papers are available on Kant-Online
at: http://kant-online.ru/?page_id=4535. Videos of
presentations are available on the Academia Kantiana
YouTube-channel at: https://youtube.com/ playlist?list
=PLdOR4QMdRX52Ns9HYmReyHE-x]24brKol
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Ke BeIcTyIIvIn 15 mccrreioBaresiet ns 8 crpaH (AB-
crpusi, berbrus, BenmmkoOpwranus, Vicnanms, Ka-
Hana, Hunepnanael, Poccus, CILIA), yncrio city-
mraresierr gocrurajio 80 oOHJIaVH-IIOOK/TIOUEHMA.
DTO HepBoe MepoHpusATHe, OpraHM30BaHHOe Jla-
OopaTtopuert «KaHTMaHCKast pariOHAIBHOCTE» —
Me>XTyHapOIHBIM VCCIIEeIOBATeIIbCKIIM KOJUIEKT-
BOM, CO3[IJaHHBIM 107, pyKOBOZICTBOM I1pod. Toma-
ca llItypma (bapceriona / Kanvuunrpanm) B BOY
M. V. Kanra B pamkax mpoekTa «KaHTnaHcKas
palOHaILHOCTD U ee TIOTeHIIVall B COBpeMeHHO
HayKe, TeXHOJIOI'MAX M COLVMaIbHBIX MHCTUTYTax»
(monnepxadH MuHMCTepCTBOM HayKM ¥ BBICILIETO
obpaszosanms PO, rpanT Ne 075-15-2019-1929).

OmnHom 13 IJ1aBHBIX 1iejlell KOHepeHLINM CTa-
70 ocmbicileHue BimsAHMS KanTa Ha passuTue
KOHIIEIIIINII Hay4YHOW pallMoHajIbHOCTH. Haps-
1y C BOIIPOCOM O TOM, B KaKMX ITyHKTaX 1 B KaKov
Mepe KaHTOBCKYIO KOHIIEIIIIVIO Hay4YHOVI parivio-
HaJIBHOCTVI MOXXHO VCIIOJIB30BaTh B HaIIV JHW,
aKTyaJsleH BOIIPOC O Ccriocobax peKOHCTPYKIIUM ca-
MOV 3TOVI KOHLIeNIINM, aHaIu3 ee KOMIIOHEeHTOB,
IpOsICHeHMe CBSI3M MeXJy HVMM, oIlperesieHue
cenduKM 1 OOIIVIX MOMEHTOB. DTU TeMbl 00y-
cjioBsieHbl TeM, uto KaHT mpummcasn pasymy Iie-
JIBIVI PsifT, PasHOPOIHBIX dpyHKLWn?[, B TOM 4uCJIe B
Hay4YHOM IIO3HaHWUM: OIlpefiesieHrieé MeTOIOB, Bbl-
IIBVDKEHVIe TUIIoTe3 (Mevl), TeOpeTIdecKoe COIIpo-
BOXK/IeHVe SMIIVMPUYECKIX MCCIIeIOBaHWIA

Teme enyHCcTBa M pasmumd GyHKUMUI pasyMa
TIOCBATVJI CBOV JIOKJIaJ], OTKPBIBIINI KOH(epeH-
1vito Tomac HImypm. OH oOpaTis1 BHMMaHMe Ha TO,
uTO, cortacHo KaHTy, pyHKIIMM pasyma B HayKe He
VICUepHBIBAIOTCA CO3[IaHMEeM VICCIIe]OBaTeIIbCKIX
IIPOEKTOB, BbIIBVDKEHVEM TMIIOTe3 VI HTeT paliyert
pe3ysibTaTtoB. PasyM Takke MrpaeT MeTOIOJIOrYe-
CKYO POJIb, OIIpesiesIsis VI KOPPeKTUPYsl IIPUHITNIIBI
0OBsICHEeHM I U [JOKa3aTeJIbCTBa, HaulHasi C «HayK O
pasyMe» (JIorvka, MaTeMaTVKa, MeTadpr3mKa 1 «gu-
CTOe» ecTeCTBO3HaHMe) 1 3aKaH4YMBas SMIIVpIye-
CKVIMWM HayKaMU, TaK/MMW KaK VCTOPWSI ¥ aHTPOIIO-
JIOTMsl, B KOTOPBIX pasyM oIpefesisieT o0J1acTb Vic-
cJlef1oBaHVIs, ero cpencTsa u Hesm. OcolObInt MHTe-
pec IpeJicTaBIsgeT Poiib pasyMa B pOpMUpPOBaHUM

A.S. Zilber

tries (Austria, Belgium, Canada, Great Britain,
The Netherlands, Russia, Spain, and the USA).
The audience numbered as many as eighty par-
ticipants. This was the first event organised by
the Kantian Rationality Lab (KRL), an interna-
tional research team directed by Thomas Sturm
(Barcelona / Kaliningrad) as part of the project
“Kantian Rationality and its Impact in Contem-
porary Science, Technology and Social Institu-
tions” at IKBFU with the support of the Russian
Federation Ministry of Science and Higher Edu-
cation (Grant no. 075-15-2019-1929).

One of the Conference’s main aims was to
assess the influence of Kant on the develop-
ment of the concept of scientific rationality.
Along with the question as to the ways and
the degree to which Kant’s own concept of sci-
entific rationality can be used today, another
relevant topic was the method of reconstruct-
ing this concept, analysis of its components
and clarification of the links between them
and the definition of specificities and com-
mon features. These topics arise because Kant
ascribed to reason a whole range of diverse
functions, including in scientific cognition: de-
fining methods, putting forward hypotheses
(ideas) and theoretical support of empirical in-
vestigations.

The unity of, and differences between, the
functions of reason was the subject of the key-
note lecture by Thomas Sturm. He pointed out
that, according to Kant, the functions of rea-
son in science are not limited to creating re-
search projects, putting forward hypotheses
and aggregating the results. Reason also plays
a methodological role in determining and ad-
justing the principles of explanation and rea-
soning, beginning from the “sciences of reason”
(logic, mathematics, metaphysics and “pure”
natural science) and ending with empirical
sciences such as history and anthropology, in
which reason determines the field of study, its
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A. C. 3ms0ep

e[IVIHOVI CTPYKTYPUPOBAaHHOV CUICTEeMBI («apXUTeK-
TOHVKW») HayKM, a TaKXKe BOIIPOC O TOM, CYIIIeCTBY-
eT JIV efIMiHasl OCHOBA Pa3/INMYHbIX (PYHKLIMI pas-
yMa. OtBeuas Ha Boripocs! I1. Parxiig, M. b. Mak-
Hanti 1 X. JIy-Apsep, Iltypm nomuepkHyJi, 9To
3TO JIOBOJIBHO pefiKas TeMa B VCCIIeIoBaHMIX: O0IIb-
IIMHCTBO VHTEPIPeTaTOpoB (POKYCUPYIOTCS Ha
€/IVIHCTBE TeOPeTNYeCKOro ¥ IMPaKTUYecKoro pasy-
Ma, Korja obpararoTcs K paccyxaeHnsM Kanra o
pa3IMUHBIX «IpVIMeHeHMsIX» pasyMa. B To e Bpe-
Msl, KaK OTMedaJsIy CJIyllaTesivi, yTBepKIeHe pas-
HOPOITHOCTY poJient v PyHKIUI («yroTpelite-
HUI1») pa3yMa B HayKe poX[aeT IOI03peHMe, YTO
BbIZIeJIeHie VIX e[IVIHOVI OCHOBBI €IBa JIVI BO3MOX-
Ho. Tem He Menee, nosicam1 LTy p™m, Bee aTn pyHK-
LWV CUCTeMaTU4ecKy CBS3aHBbl, Y CTPYKTypy pas-
yMa (1 paumoHaibHOCTH) 10 KaHTy MOXHO 1Ipef-
CTaBUTb B BUJIe cycTeMbl MopyJstent. Ecym omperte-
JIATh eAVHYI0 KOHIIEMIIVIO pasyMa, JIeXalllylo B
OCHOBE €ro pas/INYHbIX YHOTpeOsIeHu , TO ee, TI0
MHeHwmto [lITypma, Moryio OvI 3a7aTh «JIOTMYECKOe»
ynorpebriieHne pasyma. HekoTopble dyHKIMNM
pasyMa MMeIOT yHUBepcasibHOe 3HadeHue. Kpome
toro, IIITypM mogyepkHY/I BaXXHOCTH BOIIPOCa O
KOHKpPeTHBIX YIIOTpebiIeHMsIX pasyMa B paMKaX OT-
JeJIbHBIX HayK, B KaXX/IOW 13 KOTOPBIX, BEPOSATHO,
3a/IefiCTBOBaHa OITperieJieHHasl KOMOVHAIS cpasy
HeCKOJIBKVIX (PYHKITUI pa3yMa.

Muxenv Ban Jlambarveen (AMcTepmaM) B CBOEM
HOKJIazie TIOIHSII IIpo0JIeMy COOTHOIIIEHNS 11 3Ha-
YeHMs ABYX I'PYII JIOTMYeCKMX IIPVHIINIIOB II0-
3HaHUA B dpustocodpmn KanTa: KpuTepues Kore-
peHTHOCTM Mo3HaHMs B «KpuTHKe 4mcToro pas-
yMa» ¥ «IIpMHIIMIA IOCTAaTOYHOIO OCHOBaHMS»
B KaHTOBCKMX JIEKIIMSIX IO jioruke. Jlormdgeckue
KpUTepun IMO3HaHMs BOOOIIe — eIMHCTBO, MHO-
JKeCTBEHHOCTb ¥ 11eJIOKYIIHOCTb, VUIM TOTaJIbHO-
CTV, — WM3JI0KeHbl B «[paHClIeH/IeHTaIbHOV aHa-
TrKe» (§ 12). OHM «I0IBOIST CIIOCOO IIpUMeHe-
HMSI KaTeropu TI0f1, 00IIIMe JIoryecKyie IpaBuJia
COOTBETCTBMS ITO3HAHMS C caMyM cobor» (B 114—
116; KanrT, 2006, c. 183, 185). Kaxxmoe rioHsTIIE T1Me-
eT BHYTpeHHee eIMHCTBO, IIOJJOOHOe eIVMHCTBY
TeMBbI ITPOV3BeIeHs], ¥ BMecTe C TeM MHOrooopa-
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methods and aims. Of particular interest is the
role of reason in the shaping of a unified struc-
tured system (“architectonics”) of science and
the question whether the various functions of
reason have a common foundation. Answer-
ing questions from Pavel Reichl, Michael Ben-
nett McNulty and Huaping Lu-Adler, Sturm
stressed that it is a fairly rare research theme,
as the majority of scholars focus on the unity
of theoretical and practical reason when speak-
ing of Kant’s discussion of different “uses” of
reason. At the same time, as participants noted,
emphasis on the diversity of the roles or func-
tions (“uses”) of reason in science gives rise to
a suspicion that it is hardly possible to identi-
fy a common foundation. Nevertheless, Sturm
explained, all these functions are systemically
interconnected and the structure of reason (or
rationality), according to Kant, can be seen as
a system of modules. If we were to define the
most basic concept of reason underlying all
of its various uses, it could be, according to
Sturm, the “logical” use of reason. Some func-
tions of reason are universal. In addition, Sturm
stressed the importance of the issue of the con-
crete uses of reason within individual sciences,
each of which apparently uses combinations of
several functions of reason at once.

Michiel van Lambalgen (Amsterdam) ad-
dressed the problem of the relationship be-
tween, and the meaning of, two groups of
logical principles of cognition in Kant’s phi-
losophy: the criteria of coherence of cognition
in the Critique of Pure Reason and “the prin-
ciple of sufficient reason” in Kant’s lectures
on logic. Logical criteria of cognition in gen-
eral — unity, plurality and totality — are set
forth in the “Transcendental Analytic” (§ 12):
“our procedure with these concepts is only be-
ing thought under general logical rules for the
agreement of cognition with itself” (KrV, B 114-



3ue CJIeICTBU U IIPU3HAKOB ero peajbHOCTH. To-
TaJIbHOCTBIO KaHT HasplBaeT KayeCTBEHHYIO IIOJI-
HOTY B MHOroo0pasuy IIpM3HaKOB W IIpOsBJle-
HUVI — B 3TOM MOMeHTe MHOXXeCTBeHHOCTb, yCJIOB-
HO TOBOPsI, CBOOUTCSI OOpaTHO K €IVMHCTBY ITOHS-
TSI, CBUZIETEIIbCTBYS O ero «coBepiieHcTBe». Co-
IJIaCHO IIPUHIIVITY IOCTATOYHOIO OCHOBAHMS, OT
VICTUHHOCTY CJIEJICTBUII MOXKHO 3aKJIFOUUTh K VIC-
TUHHOCTY CY>K[IeHWs1, 13 KOTOPOI'o OHM BBITEKAIOT,
OIHAKO OITBIT He MOXeT [1aTh BCEro MHOrooOpa-
3UsT SMIIMPUYECKNX CJIeJICTBUL, TI03TOMY ITpMMe-
HeHVe 3TOro MPUHIIMIIA OTHOCUTCS K PeryJIsiTVB-
HOMY TUIIOTETUYECKOMY yIIOTpeOJIeHNIO pasyMa.
JlamOGastbreH mpecTaBuI KPUTEPUIL TOTaJIbBHOCTH
KaK paliOHaJIbHBIVI ITPUHIINII, TT03BOJISIONIV
oIeprpoBaTh B YMO3aKJ/IFOUeHSIX OeCKOHeUHBIMM
MHOXeCTBaMW CY>XXIIeHWUI ¥ CYUTaTh 3TV MHOXe-
CTBa I1eJIOCTHBIMM, 00J1a/JafOIIVIMY eIMHBIM Kaue-
crBoM. [IpyHIIMIIBI 7151 onleparnii ¢ 6eCKOHeUHBI-
MM MHOXecTBaMM CyXzeHun (infinite aggregates
of judgements) mpesicTaB/IeHbI 1 B COBpeMeHHO
MaTeMaTudeckov jioruke. ITokasaB cBs3b Mexiy
HVIMM ¥ KAaHTOBCKVIM IOHVMaHVIeM 3TVX IIPVHIIN-
110, JlamOasibreH pasbsacHMII, KaKOBBI CIIE[ICTBUS
IIPVHIINIIOB  «TpaHCIeH/IeHTaJIbHO VajIeKTy-
KV» IS IOHVIMaHWS PasBUTVS Hay YHBIX TEOPUTL.
B gacTHOCTM, HOHATVIE TOTAJIBHOCTY OKa3bIBaeTCs,
10 CyTHU, HeOOXOIMMO J1jIsl TPpaHClIeH eHTasIbHO
JIOTVIKU ¥, BO3MOXKHO, TaK>Ke J1JIs1 OOITIelt JIOT MK
B nmocneposasmernt auckyccun X. JIy-Amyep n
K. e bép saTponyJIM BOIIPOCHI O CTaTyce YIIOMs-
HYTBIX JIOTMYEeCKVX KpUTepVeB II0O3HaHMS B CBA3U
C pasyIMUeHieM MEX/Y «JIOTMYeCKIM» U «Peajlb-
HBIM» yHOTpeOsleHVeM pa3yMa, O COOTHOIIeHUN
IIPUHIINIIOB JOCTaTOYHOTO OCHOBAaHMS ¥ HEIIpo-
TBOpeuns B pustocodpun Kanra, a Takxe 00 asib-
TepHATMBHBIX BepCUAX IIPUHIINIIA JIOCTaTOYHOIO
ocHoBanms B «Kputnke umcroro pasyma». Jlam-
GasibreH IOJYEepPKHYJI, YTO B €ro MCCiIeoBaHUM
LIEHTPaJIbHYIO POJIb UI'PAalOT MIMEHHO Te BepCuu
HOPUHIIMIIA JOCTaTOYHOIO OCHOBaHMS, KOTOpbIe
IIpezicTaBsIeHbl B jieKinsix KanTa no sroruxe.
Crenyromiye f1Ba J0KJIaga ObIIM ITOCBSIIIEHBI
acrieKTaM T'MIIOTe3 1 O0BSICHEHUT B Hay YHBIX YMO-
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116; Kant, 1998, pp. 217-218). Each concept is
marked by internal unity similar to the single
topic of a book and, at the same time, diversi-
ty of consequences and signs of its reality. Kant
defined totality as qualitative completeness
in the diversity of marks and manifestations,
thus bringing the manifold back to the unity
of the concept attesting to its “perfection”. Ac-
cording to the principle of sufficient reason,
the truth of consequences attests to the truth
of the judgement from which they flow. How-
ever, experience cannot yield the whole diver-
sity of consequences, therefore the use of this
principle belongs to the regulative hypotheti-
cal use of reason. Lambalgen saw the criterion
of totality as a rational principle that permits
inferences to be made by using infinite sets of
judgements, considering these sets to be uni-
ties possessing the same quality. The principles
of operations with infinite aggregates of judge-
ments are represented in modern mathemati-
cal logic. Demonstrating the link between these
and Kant’s notion of these principles, Lambal-
gen explained the implications of the principles
of “transcendental dialectic” for interpreting
the development of scientific theories. In par-
ticular, the concept of totality turns out to be
necessary for transcendental logic and perhaps
also for general logic.

In the discussion, Huaping Lu-Adler and
Karin de Boer raised three points: 1) the status
of the above-mentioned logical criteria of cog-
nition in connection with the distinction be-
tween “logical” and “real” use of reason; 2) the
relationship between the principles of sufficient
reason and consistency in Kant’s philosophy
and 3) alternative versions of the principle of
sufficient reason in the Critique of Pure Reason.
Lambalgen stressed that in his investigation he
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3aKTogeHVsX. XaiuH 6an den bepe (Amcrepmam) m
Bopuc Hemapecm (I'evimebbepr) B cOBMECTHOM J10-
KJIaJle OCBeTWJIM TaKOVl KOHIIENT, KaK Hay4HBble
rumoressl, B putocodpun KaHTa B KOHTEKCTe He-
Merikon dpvutococpum XVIII B, a Takke coBpeMeH-
HOTO TIOHVIMaHMs PyHKINUM OObsICHEHMS B HayKe.
B mcropraeckon yacTu f1oki1aza ObUIM M3JI0KeHbI
B3VIA/1bl Bobdpa, Mariepa 11 Kpysims Ha runoresst
u 11pobsieMy BeposTHOCTHU. IlepBble 1Boe BO MHO-
TOM CXOOWJIVICh B KPUTEPMSIX MPaBUIIbHBIX TIIO-
Te3, BKJIIOYABIINX TpeboBaHMe HeIpoTUBOpedV-
BOCTV "I COOTBETCTBVSL I€AYKTVBHO BBIBEIEHHBIX
CJIE[ICTBUYI OHBITHBIM JaHHBIM. Bosbd cumran
BO3MOXKHOVI CUTYaIINIO, KOT/la M3BeCTHBI BCe YacT-
Hble OCHOBaHWMS VICTMHHOCTY CYXKIIeHWs, 1 II0JIa-
rajl Takoe Cy>KeHVe JOCTaTOYHO OOOCHOBAaHHBIM.
CornacHo Martepy, cyXaeHue SBJISIeTCA BepOAT-
HOCTHBIM, KOI7Zla y Hac OoJIbIlle OCHOBaHWUW JJIsi
NPU3HAHMS €ro MCTMHHOCTY, YeM [JId IIpu3Ha-
HU ero JIoKHOCTH. Kpys3nit momsepr Takovt B3I,
KPWUTHKE: 17151 HeTO BEPOITHOCTb OTHOCUTCH K BbI-
6opy mexny ansrepHarBaMu. Kpome Toro, oH 06-
paliiaj BHMMaHMe Ha «BeC (peHOMEHOB» ¥ ITbITaJl-
Cs1 BBIBECTV KpUTePUM [1J1s1 OIlpefiesieHNsI TOro, Ha-
CKOJIBKO (peHOMeH MM rpyIina ¢eHOMeHOB IOfl-
HepXKUBAOT OIpeIe/IeHHYIO IUIIOTe3Y.

B nonmManum Kanrta rumnoressl Bcerma Oosee
VIV MeHee BepOsTHOCTHBI Ilomo6Ho Bomnbdy un
Martepy, KaHT cumTaeT, 4To IrmroTesbl JO/KHBI
OBITH CAaMOCTOSTEIILHBIMM, TO €CTh BeCTU K CJIefl-
CTBUSAM HaIIpsIMyIo, Oe3 IocpegHmYecTBa ApyTmx
TeOPeTUYeCKVX KOHCTPYKTOB, a TaKXXe UTO I'MIIO-
Te3bl MOT'YT BEeCTV K JOCTOBEpPHOMY 3HaHWIO, HO
He VIHIyKTVBHBIM ITyTeM; IIOCKOJIbKY 3HaHe Beex
BO3MOXHBIX CJIEICTBUV HaM HeIOCTYIIHO, WH-
JAYKTUBHBIV BBIBOJL [TaeT TOJILKO ITPMOJIM3UTE Ib-
HYIO IOCTOBEPHOCTH MJIV aHAJIOT JOCTOBEPHOCTA.
B xpurtepuu mpasusibHOM runoTessl KanTt goba-
BIJI VIHTerpalyio C allpMOPHBIMM IIPUHIINIIA-
MU ¥ CHUCTEMOVI KaTeropuy — CBOEro pofa Kpu-
Tepuil alpropHoOro nopareepxaenus. C aTuM Tec-
HO CBsi3aH KpUTepuil, Ha KOTOPBIN JOK/IaJ4MKN
oOpatm1 oco0oe BHMMaHMe, — MOHATHOCTH (Ver-
stehen): KauT TpebyeT, 4TOOBI riIIoTe3s! OBUIN HE

proceeded from the versions of the principle of
sufficient reason presented in Kant’s lectures
on logic.

The next two presentations were devoted to
aspects of hypotheses and explanations in sci-
entific reasoning. Hein van den Berg (Amster-
dam) and Boris Demarest (Heidelberg) in their
joint paper dealt with the concept of scientific
hypotheses in Kant’s philosophy in the context
of German philosophy in the eighteenth centu-
ry and the modern perception of the function
of explanation in science. The historical part of
the paper presented the views of Wolff, Meier
and Crusius on hypotheses and the problem
of probability. Wolff and Meier in many ways
saw eye-to-eye on criteria of valid hypotheses,
which included coherence and correspond-
ence of deduced consequences to experimental
data. Wolff believed possible a situation when
all partial grounds for the truth of a proposi-
tion were known and considered such a prop-
osition to be sufficiently grounded. According
to Meier, a proposition is probable when we
have more grounds for considering it to be true
than for considering it to be false. Crusius chal-
lenged this view: for him, probability was re-
lated to deciding between alternatives. He also
paid attention to the “weighing of phenomena”
and tried to derive criteria for determining how
much a phenomenon or a set of phenomena
support a certain hypothesis.

According to Kant, hypotheses are always
more or less probable. Like Wolff and Meier,
Kant believes that hypotheses should be inde-
pendent, i.e. should lead to consequences di-
rectly, without the support of other theoretical
constructs, and that hypotheses could lead to
certain knowledge, but not through induction;
because we cannot know all the possible con-
sequences the induction method only gives ap-
proximate certainty or analogue of certainty.
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TOJIBKO MBICJIMIMBI, HO ¥ 00JIa/iayivi JOCTaTOYHBIM
OOBSICHUTEJIbHBIM MOTEeHIIaIoM, TO eCTh JlaBaJin
00BsICHEH e MaJIOM3BeCTHOIO TIOCPEeICTBOM Dosiee
M3BeCTHOro 1 Gosiee roHsTHOrO. IlepeHoc akiieH-
Ta C TIOVICKOB 00OCHOBaHVIS U JOCTVIKEHMS OCTO-
BEpHOI'0 3HaHWMS Ha alpyOpHbIe KPUTEpUM, U B
0COOEHHOCTV Ha BHSITHOCTB M JOCTYIIHOCTb O0B-
scHeHMs, comrkaer KanTa B Ooriblner cTereHu
¢ dpwiocoduent Hayku XX B., UeM C ero Iipezlie-
CTBEHHVMKaMM, B YaCTHOCTM HBIOTOHVAHIIAMU W
IOmom, v coBpeMeHHBIMM ITOCTIe/IOBaTe ISIMM
niocsterHero. Habop KpuTepueB IpaBWIIBHBIX I'T-
nore3 y Kanra okaspiBaercs mupe, yem y K. I'em-
Tiesisl, KOTOPBIVI CYMTasl IJIaBHOVI (PyHKIIVEV! Ha-
y4HOro OOBsiCHeHMsI IIpelicKazaHVe SIBJIeHUV U
OTCTaMBaJI IOIMYCTUMOCTb TUIIOTETYECKOro 000-
CHOBaHV MaJIONIOHSTHOT'O C TIOMOIIBIO YeTro-I100
elje MeHee IOHSATHOI0, <KKOHTPVUHTYUTVBHOIO».

B xome obcyxmenms noxiana /. Xavaep mom-
HsJI BOIPOC O PpasjIvuyeHUV YPOBHEV MBICJIVIMO-
cTu (MoHMMaHMe 1 Ipercrasiienue). T. IrypM 3a-
TPOHYJI IIpoOJIeMy cofepKaHMs TeopeTUYecKIx
aIlpUOPHBIX KpUTepYeB 115 IIPaBMIbHOCTY TIIO-
Te3, IIPeANOIOKNB, YTO OHV He MOTYT VCYepIIbl-
BaTbCsL COOTBETCTBYEM CYKIIeHM KaHTOBCKOVI CU-
creme Kareropum. X. JIy-Azep 3ajaia yTOUHSIO-
II[Vie BOIIPOCHL K Te3ycaM IOKJIaJ4MKOB 00 orpa-
HUYEHHOCTY VCIIOJIb30BaHMs T'MIIOTe3 00JIacThIo
ecTecTBO3HaHM 11 00 Y POBHAX JJOCTOBEPHOCTM CO-
miacHo Kanry.

Ixetime Xebosep (Purtapertbdris) mpencTaBil
OPUIMHAJIBHYIO TPaKTOBKY cdepbl Hay4qHOIO Y
KanTa, mposepis imHMIO emMapKaliy MeX1y Hay-
KOV ¥ MeTadpV3MKOVI C IIOMOIIBIO TaKoV (PyHKIINM
HayKy, Kak oOobscHeHMe. KaHT pasinuan paryo-
HaJIbHBIe VI MICTOpUYecKIe YUeHVs: TlepBble 00bsic-
HAIOT (paKThl Ha OCHOBE 3aKOHOB, a BTOpble orpa-
HUYMBAIOTCA ONVICAaHVWEeM U SMIIVPUYeCKM Ha-
OrrofieHMeM, HO IIpM 3TOM oOa TUIIa yYeHUV Op-
raHM30BaHbI cUcTeMaTnyeckn. VIMeHHO B 0OBsic-
HeHuyn KaHT Bupes 11e1b «HayKu B COOCTBEHHOM
CMBICJIE CJIOBa», TaKOV KaK HBIOTOHOBCKasi pu3u-
Ka. I'lo MHeHwmIO XeG0stepa, 310 ee pyHIaMeHTaIb-
Hasl ¥ eIMHCTBeHHas 1ejIb. [I0KJIaumK IIpoBO3-
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Kant adds to the criteria of a valid hypothesis
integration with a priori principles and the sys-
tem of categories, i.e. a criterion of a priori con-
firmation. The speakers also drew attention to
the criterion of intelligibility (Verstehen): Kant
demands that hypotheses should not only be
thinkable, but should have a sufficient explana-
tory power, i.e. should explain what is little
known through what is better known and more
readily understandable. The shift of emphasis
from the search for grounding and for certain
knowledge to a priori criteria and especially co-
herence and clarity of explanation brings Kant
closer to twentieth-century philosophy of sci-
ence than to his predecessors, notably Newtoni-
ans and Hume or his modern followers. Kant’s
set of criteria of valid hypotheses is broader
than that of Carl Hempel who believed that the
main function of scientific explanation was pre-
dicting phenomena and maintained that it was
admissible hypothetically to explain what is lit-
tle understood through something still less un-
derstood, “counter intuitively”.

In the discussion, David Hyder raised the
question of distinguishing levels of conceiva-
bility (understanding and presentation). Sturm
spoke about the problem of the content of the-
oretical a priori criteria of hypotheses, sug-
gesting that they cannot be confined to the
subsumtion of propositions under the Kantian
system of categories. Lu-Adler asked about the
thesis that the use of hypotheses should be lim-
ited to natural sciences and about Kant’s levels
of certainty.

James Hebbeler (Philadelphia) presented an
original interpretation of Kant’s view of sci-
ence, drawing a demarcation line between sci-
ence and metaphysics with the aid of science’s
function of explanation. Kant distinguished
rational and historical doctrines: the former
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I7IalllaeT «Te3VC He3aBUCHMOCTM» ¥ IIpefjlaraeT
noHuMarhk Kanrta Takum obpasom, OyaTo pasBu-
BaTh U MICTIOJIb30BaTh HayKy B COOCTBEHHOM CMBbIC-
Jle, paBHO KaK ¥ MOJIJIMHHOE 3HaHVe BOOOIIe, MOX-
HO 0e3 3HaHWMs O0IIIeV! 1 cIlelMasIbHOV MeTadpu3y-
KV, HECMOTPSI Ha TO 4TO MeTadpm3MKa PacKpbIBa-
€T HeoOXO[IVIMBIE YCIIOBVSI BO3MOXKHOCTVI BCSIKOTO
nosHaHug. JlaHHag KOHCTaTars, Iiojiaraer Xeo-
O71ep, He OTMeHSeT TOro, YTO MeTapV3VKa IIPUPO-
JTBI CJTY KVIT IIPEITIOCHUIKOV IS €CTeCTBO3HAHIS B
COOCTBEHHOM CMBICITE, @ TaKKe He IIPOTMBOPEUNT
KaHTOBCKOMY TpPeOOBaHMIO HaJINMYMS «9VICTOV»
COCTaBJISIONIEVI B HayKe B COOCTBEHHOM CMBICITE.
DTO O3HAYaeT, YTO HayKa OrpaHMYeHa 00JIacThIO
TOT'0, UTO TIO[IJIaeTCsl HayYHOMY OOBSICHEHWIO, a ee
LIeJIb — «IIPOTrPeccuBHOe»’ 00BsICHEHNEe Kay3alb-
HBIX (4aCTHBIX) 3aKOHOB, VI IPaHMIIBI TAKOTO 00B-
SICHeHMsI COBIIAIaloT C IPaHMIIAMM HayKu B cOO-
CTBeHHOM cMbIcTe. [loyiHOIleHHasi peam3anys
dyHKIIMM 0OBsCHEHMS ABJIS€TCS JOBOJIBHO CTPO-
I'IM KpuTepueM, Ho XeOG0siep HacTanBaeT Ha CBOeVl
TPaKTOBKe, B KOTOPOV ITPOBO3IJIAIIIAETCSI CBOErO
pora ocBoOOXIeHMe HayKy OT MeTadpu3IIecKmx
PaMOK, 1 KaHTOBCKWVI ITOZIXO/], K HayKe OKa3bIBaeT-
Cs1 TOpas3Io MeHee TpeboBaTeIbHBIM, YeM 3TO IIPU-
HsATO cunTaTh. Hayka n dpniocodmst kak Metadm-
3MKa IPeACTAIOT IIPU 3TOM KaK pasjIMdHble IIpo-
€KTBI JIeSITEJIBHOCTY pa3yMa, B KaXIOM M3 KOTO-
PBIX pearn3yIoTCs ero oIperesileHHble ITOTPeOHO-
cu. K mpumepy, nemykunio xareroput cam Kanr
B «[Iporreromenax» (AA 04, S. 327, Kant, 19946,
c. 87—88) oOmsicHSEeT mOTpeOHOCTSIMM MeTadu-
3MKM, a He YMCTOV MaTeMaTVKM VI YUCTOTO ecTe-
CTBO3HAHI CaMVIX TI0 ceOe (TlepBasi OIvpaeTcs Ha
COOCTBEHHYIO OYEBVIHOCTD, BTOPOe — Ha OIIBIT).
ITpn obcyxmenmm pokiaga XeOOrepa Obun
MIOTHATBI BOITPOCHL O Pas/IMUNN 11eJIell eCTeCTBO3-
HaHMs ¥ pasyMa 1 O poJIy alipyOpHOro 3HaHMs B
00OCHOBaHMM VI BBIBEIIEHUVI SMIIVIPUYECKOrO 3Ha-
Hust. CyXeHve cdepbl HayKn B COOCTBEHHOM CMBIC-
JIe 110 cdpepbl HayYHOTo OOBACHEeH s, IIPeIoKeH-
Hoe XeO0s1epoM, CyIUT IIPOoOIIeMBl 11714 cTaTyca JIo-

3To ecTb OT OJIVDKAVILLIEr O CJIICTBIA K O0JIee OTma/IeHHBIM
(A 411 / B 438; Kawnr, 2006, c. 555).
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explain facts on the basis of laws, while the
latter restrict themselves to description and
empirical observation, whereby both types of
doctrines are systemically organised. Kant be-
lieved explanation to be the aim of “proper sci-
ence”, like Newtonian physics. Hebbeler held
that it is its fundamental and sole aim. He pro-
claimed the “thesis of independence” and ar-
gued that Kant should be interpreted as if he
believed that science and knowledge in gen-
eral could be developed and used in its prop-
er sense without the knowledge of general or
special metaphysics even though metaphysics
revealed the conditions that made all cogni-
tion possible. Hebbeler argued that this state-
ment does not contradict Kant’s demand that
there should be a “pure” component in the
proper science. This means that science is lim-
ited to what lends itself to scientific explana-
tion and its aim is “progressive”® explanation
of causal (particular) laws and the boundaries
of such explanation coincide with the bound-
aries of proper science. Total compliance with
the explanatory function is a rather severe cri-
terion, but Hebbeler insisted on his interpreta-
tion which, as it were, proclaims the liberation
of science from metaphysical constraints and
makes Kant’s approach look far less demand-
ing than it is usually perceived. This approach
views science and philosophy as different
projects of reason, each meeting certain of its
demands. For example, Kant himself in the
Prolegomena (Prol, AA 04, p. 327; Kant, 2004b,
p- 79) attributes the need for the deduction of
categories to the demands of metaphysics and
not pure mathematics and pure natural science
in themselves (the former relying on its being
self-evident and the latter on experience).

* ie. from proximate to more remote consequences
(KrV, A 411 / B 438; Kant, 1998, p. 462).



TVIKV VI MaTeMaTVKY, ABYX HeOCHIOPVMBIX HayK B
niperctasiienuy Kanra. C ofHOVI CTOpPOHBI, OHU
COOTBETCTBYIOT KpUTEpUsM HayKuM B COOCTBEH-
HOM CMBICJIe, XOTSI He 3aHMMAIOTCsI OOBsICHEHVIEM.
C nmpyrovt — HeKOTOpble pparMeHThI B TpaKTaTe
KanTa 0 ecrecTBO3HaHMM JAIOT OCHOBaHMe TIOJIa-
ratb, uTo KaHT oT/esigeT MaTeMaTideckoe Io3Ha-
He (KaK II03HaHVe pa3yMOM) OT «HayKV O IPUpo-
ne» (AA 04, S. 469; Kanr, 1994a, c. 250—251). Ilo
MHenmio IlItypma, 3TOM KOIIM3mMm MOXHO 130e-
XKaTb, ecJIV IIpr3HaTh, uTo y KaHTa ecTh Kak mm-
POKOe, TaK U y3KOe oIperiesieHIie HayKy, KOTOpble
M3JI1arafoTcst 000Co0IeHHO APYT OT JIpyTa.

Amnxeaa bpaimentdax (KemOpumx, BermmkoOpu-
TaHWs) B CBOeM JIOKJIajle IIpefiCTaBWIa BepCUIo
IITMPOKOV VMHTepIpeTalun KpuUTepyueB Hay4dHO-
cru o KanTy. OHa nosiaraet, 4To B KaHTOBCKMX
TeKcTax oOHapyXuBatoTcs fBa rofxona. C ogHom
CTOPOHBI, CTPOTUI TIOAXOM, TpebyeT OT «HayK! B
COOCTBEHHOM CMBIC/Ie» aNOAMKTUYECKOM II0CTO-
BEpPHOCTW, CUCTEMAaTIYeCcKOro eIHCTBA U YIIOpsi-
JIOUYEHHOCTY B COOTBETCTBUM C pallVIOHaJIbHBIMU
IIPUHIIMIIaMY, KOTOpble HallpaBjleHbl Ha OOBsic-
HeHVe (B OTJIMYMe OT «MCTOPUYECKMX» IIPUHIIN-
TI0B, TI0 KOTOPBIM ITPOBOAMTCS KiIacCUpVMKAIIs).
C ppyron — KaHT Ha3pIBaeT HayKaMV psf, JVCIIV-
IUIVH, KOTOpbIe He COOTBETCTBYIOT 3TVIM CTPOTMM
KpUTepUsM, HallpMep XVMMMUIO (C OroBOpKammu
MOXXHO YIIOMSHYTh TaKKe OVMOJIOIMIO VI SMIIVIPU-
yecKyro Iicuxosioryio). OH HaxoIWuT MX IlepcIiek-
TUBHBIMU ¥ CJIUIIIKOM MHTEPEeCHBIMM, YTOOBI JIN-
IIIaTh MX CTaTyca HayKu. TpaKTOBKM KaHTOBeIOB
B 3TOM o0JtacTu pacxongTcs: onau (M. @punmas,
JIx. Men, JI>X. 3aMMUTO) IPVIXOIST K BBIBOLY O
TOM, UTO €IVHCTBEHHOe IOJIJIHHOe eCTeCTBO3Ha-
HVie OrpaHMYeHO 00JIacThIO HayK «B COOCTBEHHOM
cMbIcite citoBa», Apyrue (O. Yorkuuc, T. ILltypwm,
M. b. MakHasTi) camTaloT HayKu B COOCTBEHHOM
1 B HecoOcTBeHHOM (proper and improper) cMbIc-
Jle paBHOLIEHHBIMY VI TIOJTHOLIEHHBIMM Pa3HOBUJI-
HOCTSIMV eCTeCTBO3HaHMsSI B KaHTOBCKOM IIOHW-
MaHWM. Bparitenbax mperjaraeT HOPMaTMBHYIO
TPaKTOBKY, CBOET0 pofja AMHAMIYHYIO MepapXIIo
HayK. C 3TOV TOUYKM 3peHMs BCe HVCHVIUINHBI
IOJDKHBI CTPEMUTBCSI COOTBETCTBOBAaTh KaHTOB-
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In the discussion of Hebbeler’s paper, par-
ticipants raised the questions of the difference
of the aims of natural science and reason and
the role of a priori knowledge in grounding and
deriving empirical knowledge. The narrowing
of the sphere of proper science to the sphere
of scientific explanation proposed by Hebbeler
spelled problems for the status of logic and
mathematics, two unquestionable sciences in
Kant’s view. On the one hand, they meet the
criteria of proper science although they do not
do explanatory work. On the other hand, some
fragments in Kant’s treatise on natural science
suggest that Kant distinguishes mathematical
cognition (cognition by reason) from “natu-
ral science” (MAN, AA 04, p. 469; Kant, 2004a,
p. 184). Sturm believes that this contradiction
can be resolved by recognising that Kant has a
broad as well as a narrow definition of science,
which he sets out separately.

Angela Breitenbach (Cambridge, UK) pre-
sented a version of a broad interpretation of
Kant’s criteria of scientificity. She pointed to
two different approaches in Kant’s texts. On
the one hand, the strict approach demands
from “proper science” apodictic certainty, sys-
temic unity and ordering in accordance with
rational principles aimed at explanation (as
distinct from “historical” principles on which
classification is based). On the other hand,
Kant includes in sciences some disciplines that
do not meet these strict criteria, e.g. chemistry
(with some reservations, biology and empirical
psychology can also be mentioned). He finds
them too promising and interesting to deny
them the status of sciences. Opinions among
Kant scholars vary: some (M. Friedman,
J. Mensch, J. Zammito) come to the conclusion
that the only true natural science is limited to
the area of the “proper natural sense”, while
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CKOMY ¥ijlealy HayqYHOCT («HayKe B COOCTBEHHOM
CMBICITe»), HO HeoDs13aTelIbHO COOTBETCTBYIOT €My
M3HaJasIpHO. B manHOV MHTepripeTany o01acTb
HayKI B I1eJIOM IITVIpe, YeM pallyioHaIbHOe yUeHve
O IIpMpO7Ie, a OHO, B CBOIO OYepe]lb, IIIVIPe, YeM Ha-
yKa o IIpuposie B COOCTBEHHOM CMBICTIe, Y/IOBJIeT-
BOPSIIOITasl BCeM CTPOTVM KPUTEPVISIM.

Temy KpuTepmes Hay4YHOCTVM Ha IIpVUMepax
KOHKPETHBIX AVICHUIUIVH IpofoyDKvul  Maiika
bennem Maxnasmu (MuaHeatnonvc / Cent-Ilon)
B CBOEM JIOKJIazle O e[IVHCTBe pa3yMa U ero Bapy-
arsax. OOBEKTOM PacCMOTPEHMs CTayIv CyXKIie-
Hus KaHTa 0 XMWY, TICMXOJIOTUN W €CTeCTBeH-
HOVI MCTOpUM (B BOIIpOCE O pacooOpa3oBaHMM) —
TeX HayKaX, MeTO/bI KOTOPBIX He BIIVICBIBAIOTCS B
KJTaCCMYeCKyI0 KaHTOBCKYIO CXeMy Hay4HOW pa-
IIVIOHAJTBHOCTU «CBEPXy BHW3», TO €CThb B CXeMY
BBIBEZIEHVISI allPMIOPHBIX 3aKOHOB €CTeCTBO3HAHVIS
13 KaTeropuit paccyaka. Hayku, semgytmme viccrte-
[IOBaHVe «CHU3Yy BBEPX» OT SMIIMPUUYECKMX Ha-
Or1rofIeHnTI, TafoT IIpUIMePhI CBOEro pofia ajIbTep-
HAaTMBHOV pallViOHAJIBHOCTI. MaKHasIT! 1ccrieIo-
BaJI moaxozt KaxTa k 060011eHmIo pasHOOOpa3HbIX
SMIVIPUYECKV OPVEHTVPOBAHHBIX VICCIIEHOBAHT
I VIX CYICTeMaTU3aluy B COOTBETCTBUN C KpUTepH-
savm HaygHocTr. OH II0Ka3asl, 9To IIpeJITIoChlIKa-
MU 3TVIX IIPOLIENYP CJIy’KaT reHepasv3anmy, Ha-
3BaHHBIE B JIOKJIa/le «HeJIOTMYeCKVIMW eIVIHCTBa-
MI1» BBULY WX 3BPUCTUYECKOTO, TUIIOTETIYeCKO-
o, a BMecTe C TeM U CMHTeT4YeCKOro — B KaHTOB-
CKOM CMBICJIe — XapaKTepa. MaKHaJITV IO pOOHO
OCBeTWI CHIeUUKY 3TUX eIVMHCTB Ha IIpuMepax
TOrO, Kakoe 3HaueHMe KaHT mipyaBal B HayYHOM
OOBSICHEHU CJIeIYIONINM IOHATUAM: (PJIOTTICTO-
HY B XVIMWUW, JIyIIle B TICKXOJIOT MM, a TaKXe TeJle-
OJIOTVI9eCKOVI KOHIIEIIIINYI 3aMbICiIa IIPUPOIBI OT-
HOCVTEJTHHO Y4eJI0BeYeCcKOro poria B eCTeCTBeHHON
UCTOpUY, a TouHee, B yaeHny KanTa o pacax.

J1Ba moxs1ama ObIIV TIOCBSIIIEHBI KOHCTUTY TVB-
HOMY yTIOTpeOJIeHMIO pacCy/iKa B eCTeCTBO3SHaHML.
JIudus Ilammon (brakcbepr, Buprunms) mpercra-
BIJIa PEKOHCTPYKIIMIO Ccofiep>KaTeIbHbIX 1 MeTo-
JOJIOTMYeCKMX OCHOB KaHTOBCKOV KOHIIEIIIIVN
Jusmaeckon MaTepun 1 MaTepuasIbHbIX Tesl. OHa
roKasasia, uTo KaHT cTpeMuTCsI OCTPOUTDH BCe-
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others (E. Watkins, T. Sturm, M.B. McNul-
ty) believe that sciences in the proper and im-
proper senses are equally varieties of natural
science in the Kantian meaning. Breitenbach
proposed a normative treatment, a kind of dy-
namic hierarchy of sciences. From her point
of view, all disciplines should seek to comply
with the Kantian ideal of scientificity (“prop-
er science”), but not necessarily comply with
it from the beginning. In this interpretation,
the area of science as a whole is broader than
the rational doctrine of nature, which in turn is
broader than the proper science of nature that
meets all the strict criteria.

The topic of scientificity in concrete disci-
plines was picked up by Michael Bennett Mc-
Nulty (Twin Cities) in his paper on the unity of
reason and its varieties. He focused on Kant’s
notions on chemistry, psychology and natu-
ral history (the origin of races). These are the
sciences whose methods do not fit into the
classical Kantian scheme of “top-down” sci-
entific rationality, i.e. the derivation of a prio-
ri laws of natural science from the categories
of reason. The “bottom-up” sciences which
proceed from empirical observations are, as it
were, instances of alternative rationality. Mc-
Nulty examined Kant’s approach to the gen-
eralisation of various empirically oriented
investigations, and their sysematisation in ac-
cordance with scientificity criteria. He showed
that the prerequisites for such procedures are
generalisations, which he called “non-logi-
cal unities” on account of their heuristic, hy-
pothetical and at the same time synthetic (in
the Kantian sense) character. He illustrated
these unities with examples showing the sig-
nificance which Kant attached in scientific ex-
planation to such concepts as phlogiston in
chemistry, the soul in psychology and the tele-



00BEMJTIONTYIO PallVIOHAJIBHYIO TEOPVIO MaTepuy,
OCHOBaHHYIO Ha TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHBIX apryMeH-
Tax, M 3TO Ba>XHbBIV KOMIIOHEHT B II€JIOCTHOII CU-
cTeMe IPUPOABL DTa Teopus a priori onpeesseT
CBOVICTBA MaTepyasIbHbIX TeJI M YCJIOBUS UX OTHe-
CeHIsI K 0OBbeKTaM oITbITa. B mokitaze Obu1m 3aTpO-
HYTBI BOIIPOCHI TPAKTOBKIM KaHTOBCKOI'O TIOHSI TS
«TIOJTHOTBI» JIOTMUECKVX U (PU3MUECKMX PacCyK-
ZIeHWV, a TaK>XXe pOJIV TUIOTETMYECKIIX paccyxKiie-
HUVI ¥ MBICJIEHHBIX 3KCIIEPMMEHTOB B €CTeCTBO3-
Hauvy. OOyH 13 KIII0YeBbIX BOIIPOCOB B JTaHHOM
TeMe — BbIBe[IeHVe 3aKOHOB JIBVDKeH M TeJl: Bepo-
ATHO, MBI MOXXeM CYAUTh O TOM, YTO TeJla o 4u-
HeHbI TaKMM 3aKOHaM, HO He O TOM, KaK SMIIpPU-
yecKye 3aKOHBI MOTYT OBbITh BbIBe[IeHbI 13 allpu-
OPHBIX IPUHIIAIIOB paccyaka. IlaTToH BbICTyIIN-
Jla IIPOTUB KaK «BbIBOfAIIero» (derivation), Tak u
«IIOIUMHSIONIEro» (necessitation) moaxomos K oT-
BETy Ha 3TOT BOIIPOC, IPeICTaBMB CBOe «(PUHU-
TUCTCKOEe» IIPOUTeHNe, COITIACHO KOTOPOMY «CYIII-
HOCTHBIe CBOVICTBA CyOCTaHIIMI COIOCTaBIISIOTCS
C 3aKOHAMM J1J151 IIOCTPOeHWS CUCTeMbI ITPUPObI».

H36u0 Xaudep (OTTaBa) mpencTaBvl KaHTOB-
CKYIO KOHIIeMIIVIO eCTeCTBO3HaHMs B KOHTEKCTaX
€TI0 3II0XW VI ITO3THENIINX OTKPBITUIA. Xar?mep I10-
Kasas, 9To «MeTadmsdeckrie Havala eCTeCTBO3-
HaHMs» KaHTa MMeroT mpu3HaKky I1yOOKOro BIIu-
SIHVISI HOBAaTOPCKOVI MaTeMaTVKM 1 MexaHuKu Jle-
OHappa Diulepa. Bmecte ¢ TeM DitHINTeNH B pa-
6ote «K arIeKTpoaMHaAMUKe ABVDKYIIMXCS TeJl»
(1905) Taxxxe obpailiiaeTcsi K 37IIepOBCKOMY JIOKa-
3aTeJIbCTBY MHBAapPMAHTHOCTY TaJIVJIeeBbIX IIpe-
oOpasoBaHU. BHyTpeHHIOIO CBA3b MeXIy [BY-
Ms IPOCTpPaHCTBEHHO-BpeMEeHHBIMIU CTPYKTypa-
MM, IIpefcTaBJIeHHbIMI DVJIeEpOM ¥ DVIHIIITEV-
HOM, OOHapy>Xuy1 u onvicai I. MuHKOBCKUM B pa-
6ote «IIpocTpancTBo 1 BpeMs» (1909). Kak moka-
3aJ1 Xaﬁmep, y>Ke COBpeMEeHHVKI DUHIITeIHA OT-
MeyYaJIl CXOXKeCTh IIPUHITNIIA JIOKAJIBHOCTY, IIPU-
MEeHEHHOT0 B 3KcIlepuMeHTax DiHITetHa — [lo-
nosibckoro — PoseHa, co BTOport aHasIOT et OIlbl-
Ta B «KpuTHnKe uncTroro pasyma», HO TpeThsl aHa-
sorug onibITa KaHTa ormposepraercs crieryaibHOM
Teopviert OTHOCUTEIILHOCTAL.
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ological concept of nature’s aim concerning the
human species in natural history, more pre-
cisely, Kant’s doctrine of races.

Two papers were devoted to the constitu-
tive use of understanding in natural science.
Lidia Patton (Blacksburg) offered a reconstruc-
tion of substantive and methodological founda-
tions of Kant’s concept of physical matter and
material bodies. She demonstrated that Kant
seeks to build a comprehensive rational theo-
ry of matter on transcendental arguments, and
this is an important component of a complete
system of nature. The theory determines a priori
the properties of material bodies and the condi-
tion of referring them to objects of experience.
The paper looked at interpretations of Kant's
concept of “completeness” of logical and physi-
cal reasoning as well as the role of hypothetical
reasoning and mental experiments in natural
science. One key issue in this area is deriving
the laws of the motion of bodies: we can prob-
ably say that bodies obey such laws, but not
how empirical laws can be derived from a prio-
ri principles of reason. Patton opposed both the
“derivation” and “necessitation” approaches to
answering this question. She proposed her own
“finitist” account, whereby “the essential prop-
erties of substances work with the laws to build
the system of nature.”

David Hyder (Ottawa) presented Kant's con-
cept of natural science in the contexts of his ep-
och and later discoveries. He argued that, on
the one hand, Kant’s Metaphysical Foundations
of Natural Science shows signs of being pro-
foundly influenced by Leonard Euler’s innova-
tive mathematics and mechanics. On the other
hand, Einstein, in his Electrodynamics of Moving
Bodies (1905), also invokes Euler’s proof of the
invariance of Galilean transformations. The in-
ner connection between the two spatio-tempo-
ral structures presented by Euler and Einstein
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Pyooavp Mep (I'part / KanmauHTrpa) ocBeTnI
B JIOKJIajle MICTOPUYeCcKNil KOHTeKCT, B paMKax KO-
Toporo KanT cpopMyimipoBast IpMHINIIBL CBOEV
TeJIe0JIOT VIV V1 ITPeJICTaBIII X B KaueCTBe SBPUCTY-
YeCcKOro 1 MeTOIOJIOITYeCKOro CPeriCTB HayYHOTO
nosHaHMsA. POKycoM McciIe[IoBaHMs CTajl MaJIou3-
YUYEeHHBIVI MCTOYHMK 3TUX IPUHINUIIOB — Tejleo-
sornveckas koHnenys 1. J1. ne MonepTion 1 ero
dopmyMpoBKa HpUHIINIIA HaVMeHbBIIIero jev-
crBust: «Korma B Iiprposie mpovcxoguT HeKOTopoe
V3MeHeHe, KOJIMYeCTBO JIeVICTBYs, HeoOxommMoe
IS 9TOTO M3MeHEeH s, SIBJIsieTCsl HaIMEeHBIIIVIM 113
BO3MOXHBIX». CBoeoOpasHas 3KOHOMHOCTBH IIPU-
Ppozbl, M30MpaloIert KpaTJaniie ¥ jlerdanimye
yTH, ObUIa OTMeYeHa y)Xe aHTUYHBIMU HaTyp-
dmtocodpamu, HO TOIIBKO B 1744 T. IIPUHIINIT 9KO-
HOMHOCTM 00peJI IOCTaTOYHO OIIpesie/IeHHYIO Ma-
TeMaTU4ecKyto, pusmueckyo u uIocopcKyro
dopmy B pabortax Dwiepa m MomepTion. Mo-
IIepTION BbIBEJI U3 3TOTO IPVHIINIIA 3aKOHBI OTpa-
JKeHUs U TIpesioMsieHNs cBeTa. I TpuHInn crarmo-
HapHOCTM JIEVICTBUSA, KaK IIPVHSTO Ha3bIBaTh €ro
CeTOIIHSI, OCTAeTCS OIHVM M3 KJIFOUEeBBIX ITOJIOXKe-
HUV B COBpeMeHHO PU3IKe.

@utocodpckoe 3HauUeHMe CBOEro IIpUHIINMIIA
MortepTion BUIe B HaXOXIEHUW €IVHOV OCHO-
BB [IJIS pa3/IMUHBIX 3aKOHOB IIPUPOLIbI, YTO OBLIO
3HaA4YNMTeJIBHOV BeXOM B O0llleM HallpaBJIeHUN fesi-
TeJILHOCTV MorepTion: 3TOT MPUHIINII JaBajl pas-
raZIKy eCTeCTBeHHOIO IOpsIKa ¥ CIIyXXWI OpyAy-
eM OOpBOBI ¢ IIpeXKHer! TeJleoJIorelt B Hayke 1 00-
rocsiouy. OpHaKo, Kak oTMedaeT JI>X. MakmoHoX
(McDonough, 2020, p. 150—179), 3HaueHMe 1 BOC-
HpUSATHE YHVBEPCaIbHOTO ITPUHIIMIIA HaVMeHb-
mrero fevicteus B XVIII B. ObUIn majyieko He OIHO-
3HauHblL [lapajokcaTbHBEIM 00pa3soM 3TOT ITPUH-
LWII CY/IVJI PasBUTHE HOBOW TeJIeOJIOrMW, B TOM
uycize M OOrOCJIOBCKOVI, M [ake OT4YacTy IIOCITY-
KT eVl IIPOIeNeBTUKO. DTO 3aMedaHe IOJIHO-
CTBIO COBITafiaeT ¢ obmymy BeiBogamu P. Mepa, Ko-
TOPBIVI K TOMY K€ B CBOeM JIOKJIaJle PacKpbUT He-
sBHOe BIMsiHYe MonepTion Ha KaHTa, 4eit mpoeKkT
BO MHOIOM OBUI HaIlpaBJIeH Ha IIOVCKM eJIVHOVI OC-
HOBBI MHOrooOpasms sBireHnm n noHsTuin. Coo-

160

was discovered and described by Minkovsky in
his work Space and Time (1909). Hyder showed
that already Einstein’s contemporaries noted
the similarities between the locality principle
used in the Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen experi-
ments and the second analogy in the Critique of
Pure Reason, but that the third analogy in Kant’s
experiment is refuted by the special theory of
relativity.

Rudolf Meer (Graz / Kaliningrad) described
the historical context in which Kant formulat-
ed the principles of his teleology and presented
them as heuristic and methodological instru-
ments of scientific cognition. The paper focused
on the little-studied source of these principles,
the teleological concept of Pierre-Louis Mau-
pertuis and his principle of least action: When
a change occurs in nature the amount of action
necessary for such a change is the least amount
possible. Nature’s frugality in choosing the
shortest and easiest paths was already not-
ed by ancient natural philosophers, but it was
not until 1744 that Euler and Maupertuis gave
the frugality principle a precise mathematical,
physical and philosophical form. Maupertuis
derived the laws of reflection and refraction of
light from this principle. The stationary action
principle — as it is called today — remains a
key principle in modern physics.

Maupertuis saw the philosophical relevance
of his principle in that it offered a single foun-
dation for various laws of nature, which was a
landmark in his work, because the principle of-
fered the key to the natural order and a weapon
in combating the old teleology in science and
theology. However, as noted by McDonough
(2020, pp. 150-179) the significance and percep-
tion of the universal principle of least action
were controversial in the eighteenth century.
Paradoxically, this principle paved the way for
a new teleology, including theological teleol-
ogy, and even partly ushered it in. This is the



CTBEHHO TeJIeoJIoruecKasi 4acTb KaHTOBCKOV Kp-
TUYECKOVI TeOpUM MO3HAHWSL — 3TO PeryJIaTHBHOe
yroTpebsieHMe VeV YiCTOro pasyMa, 0 KOTOpOM
KanT nosecTByeT B IIpmyiokeHMM K «paHCIIeHIeH-
TaJIbHOV ArasieKTrke» (A 652 / B 680; Kant, 2006,
c. 835). YnopsimoumBaHMe HOHATUI 00 OOBEKTax
u popMMpoOBaHMe VX €OVHCTBa SBIISeTCs (PyHK-
1mert pasyma (A 643 / B 671). Mep mokasas, 9To
«[Tpuroxenme» kK «IpaHCIieHIEHTAITBHON [IVaJTeK-
TUKe» BBICTYIIaeT CBOETO pofia MOCTOM MeXIy KOc-
MoroHment paHHero KaHTa, KOTOPBIVI B «TeOpWM
Heba» OTBepraeT IPeXXHIOK TeJIeOJIOrVIO TaK JKe,
Kak Moneprtion, 1 «KpuTHKom criocoOHOCTI Cy-
KIIeHVs», B KOTOPOVI Te3MChl O KOHCTPYVPOBaHWN
IIPVPOLIBI 3HAUMTEIIBHO CMSTYAIOTCS M TTOIUepPKI-
BaeTcsi CyObeKTMBHAs CyTh 3TOrO IIpolecca: ped-
JIEKTVPYIOIIAsi CIIOCOOHOCTD CY>KIIeHVsI HUUero He
npenviceiBaeT 00beKTy (AA 05, S. 184; Kant, 2001,
c. 111), MmaTremaTmUecKie aHaJIOI MM U 3aKOHBI MeXa-
HVIKI «He IIPUTH3ai0T II03TOMY Ha TO, 4YTOObI OBbITH
TeJIeOJIOTMYECKVIMI OCHOBAaHMSAMM OOBSICHEHWS B
dusuke» (AA 05, S. 382; Kart, 2001, c. 583). Vicce-
mosaHVie Mepa pacKpbIBaeT paHee He3aMeUeHHbIE
VICTOYHVIKVI KaHTOBCKOVI KOHIIETIIIVM CUCTeMaTV-
YeCKOTo eIMHCTBA MUpa ¥ IIPUHITNIIOB €ro T03Ha-
Hus, KoTopas, Kak orMmedaeT K. dyrent (Fugate,
2014, p. 25—27), ycTaHOBWIa HOBYIO CBSI3b MEX]Ty
TPpaJMIIVIOHHBIMI TeJIe0JIOrMYeCKMY KOHIIEIIIV-
M1 1 6a30BOVI CTPYKTY POVI PallIOHATIBHOCTYL. DTa
CTPYKTYypa PalVIOHAJIBHOCTV TIO3Ke CTaHeT OCHO-
BOVI IVTHAMWYECKOVI KOHIEIIIIMI pa3yMa, JIeXaIlen
B OCHOBE HEMEITKOTO MJIeasIn3Ma.

JBa moxs1ama ObUIV TIOCBSITIEHBI SMIIVIPUYECKO-
My ynorpebsreHmIo pasyMa B Hayke. Xyanut JIy-Ao-
sep (JxopmXTayH) IpefcTaBiiia aHaIn3 KaHTOB-
CKOT0 IToZIx0fia K 0OpallleHIIO C CTOPUYEeCKMU 11
reorpadpruecKMu CBI/IETEIIbCTBAMYI, COTIOCTABIIB
V3JI0KEHVIe STOTO TTOIXOMA B JIEKIIMSIX TI0 JIOTVIKE C
ero IpyMeHeHVeM B [IByX TpaKTaTax O pacooOpa-
3oBarvm (1775 n 1785). KaHT oTHOCWII reorpadm-
YJecKvie VI VICTOPUYeCKYIe CBU/IETeIIbCTBA K VICTOPY-
YecKOMY TUITY II03HaHMS U cpopMysIvpoBal psl
KpUTepueB X HoCcToBepHOCT. VIcTopideckoe I1o-
3HaHVE OH CYMTAJI CTOJIb K€ HeOOXOIMMBIM, KaK U
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overall conclusion arrived at by Meer, whose
paper indeed revealed an indirect influence
of Maupertuis on Kant, whose project was in
many ways aimed at finding a common foun-
dation for the diversity of phenomena and con-
cepts. In fact, the teleological part of Kant's
critical theory of cognition is the regulative use
of the ideas of pure reason which Kant spells
out in the supplement to the “Transcenden-
tal Dialectic” (KrV, A 652 / B 680; Kant, 1998,
p. 595). Ordering the concepts of objects and
forming their unity is the function of reason
(KrV, A 643 / B 671). Meer has demonstrated
that the Supplement to the “Transcendental
Dialectic” is a kind of bridge between the cos-
mogony of early Kant, who, like Maupertu-
is, rejects the old teleology in his Theory of the
Heavens and the Critique of the Power of Judge-
ment in which the thesis on the construction of
nature is significantly remitted and the subjec-
tive essence of the process is stressed: the re-
flective power of judgement does not prescribe
anything to the object (KU, AA 05, p. 184; Kant,
2000, p. 70); mathematical analogies and the
laws of mechanics “can make no claim on that
account to be teleological grounds of explana-
tion within physics” (KU, AA 05, p. 382; Kant,
2000, p. 253). Meer’s study revealed previous-
ly overlooked sources of the Kantian concept
of systematic unity of the world and the princi-
ples of its cognition, which, as noted by C. Fu-
gate (2014, pp. 25-27), established a new link
between traditional teleological concepts and
the basic structure of rationality. This structure
of rationality would later form the basis of the
dynamic concept of reason which underpins
German idealism.

Two papers were devoted to the empiri-
cal use of reason in science. Huaping Lu-Adler
(Georgetown) analysed Kant's approach to
the treatment of historical and geographical
testimony, comparing the description of this
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palioHasbHOe. VIsyueHne nipupomsl Oe3 rumores
HEBO3MOXKHO, U CJIefTyeT ObITh TOTOBBIM II0 MTOraM
IIPOBEPKM M3MEHSITh MX JINOO BOBCe OTBEPrHYTE.
INocTurars mpupomy — 00sS3aHHOCTH pasyMa, HO
IPyTrovi M3BECTHBIVI TE3VC KanHTta mracut, uro pas-
VM IIOCTUTAeT B IIPUpPOHe TO, YTO CaM B Hee BKJIa-
ObIBAET; IIPVIPOga He TOJIBKO IIOCTUIAeTCs, HO W
KOHCTpywmpyeTcst. KaHT cpaBHMBaeT pasyM ¢ Cy/b-
€V, KOTOPBIV JOIIpalIvBaeT CBUIETEISI ¥ CaMOW
IIOCTAHOBKOVI BOITPOCOB OKa3bIBaeT 3HAYMTEJILHOe
BJIVIsIHVE Ha OTBeThL JIy-Amiep HarloMmHaeT, 4To
aJIBTepPHATVBHBIV CTIOCOD JTavvi CBUIETEITBCKVIX ITO-
KasaHWMV B Cy[e 3aKJIF0YaeTCsl B TOM, YTO BOIIPOCHI
CBUIETEII0 3aaeT IIPMBJIEKINasl ero CTopoHa 3a-
IIWTHL T OOBMHEHVIS, I Cyibs BHa4aJle TOJIBKO
BBICJTYIIIVIBAET STV BOIIPOCHI VI TIOKa3aHVISL.

B TpakTtaTax 0 pacax HOpumeHeHUe CBUIe-
TeJIbCTB OBbLIIO CBsI3aHO ¢ mosuivert KanTa B guc-
KyCCUM MeXy CTOPOHHVKaMM MOHOreHesa Vi I10-
ymrenesa. KaHT BeIcTyIlaeT 3a eVMHCTBO ITPOVIC-
XOXKIIEHMSI BCeX pac, M €ro IVIaBHBIM apryMeHTOM
ObUIO TO, UYTO MOHOreHe3 0Oojiee COOTBETCTBYET
alIprOpHBIM IPUHIMIIAM. B KadecTBe nomkpertste-
HVS IIPUBOIATCS CBUIETEILCTBA IJIaHTaTOpa-pa-
Gosiagerblia [ xerimca TobuHa B HOJIB3y pacoBovi,
TO €CTh IPUPOIHON, 00YCIIOBJIEHHOCTY YMCTBEH-
HBIX pasiavunii. [IpuciymmBsarbes K cBuaeTens-
CTBY TaKoV (pUTypbl IIPOTUBOPEUNUT KaHTOBCKVM
KpUTepMsIM OOCTOBEPHOCTI CBUIETEIIbCTB, KOTO-
PpBle BKIIIOYAIOT B ce0sl aTmdeckoe m3Mepenne. Of-
Hako KaHT Bce e pelllaeTcsd VCIIOJIb30BaTh 3TU
CBVIETEJIBCTBA, IIOCKOJIBKY OHM COOTBETCTBYIOT
TOMY, YTO OH CUMUTAJI pa3yMHBIM, TO €CTh allpyop-
HBIM TIpyHIOUNaM. Jly-Aiep pestoMupyeT 3TOT
nofxor, KaHTa ciiemyronimM odpasoM: cBUIeTeIb-
CTBa UT'PaIOT Cyry00 «IIaCCUBHYIO POJIb», U VIX MH-
TepIIpeTalis BEICTpOeHa B II0JIHOM COOTBETCTBUN
C KaHTOBCKMMM IIPVIHLIVIIAMV pa3yMa KaK «MHK-
BUBUTOPCKU» JIOIPpOC cBuaeTerd cyabers; Kanr
peocTeperas oT paHATUYHOIO CJlefIoBaHMs I'-
roTe3aM, OT CKJIOHHOCTY JIep’KaTbcs 3a yOexiie-
HM/S, HO 3TO He MOIJIO HOJIHOCTBIO 3aCTpaxoBaThb
€ro CaMoro OT HEeKOTOPBIX 3abiIy>KIIeHWil, Xapak-
TepHBIX JIsl ero BpeMeHN. B oOcykmeHum 3Toro
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approach in the lectures on logic and its ap-
plication in the two treatises on the origin of
races (1775 and 1785). Kant, who considered ge-
ographical and historical accounts to be a his-
torical type of cognition, formulated several
criteria of their veracity. He considered histor-
ical cognition to be as necessary as rational cog-
nition. It is impossible to study nature without
hypotheses, so one has to be prepared to ver-
ify them in order to change or reject them al-
together. It is reason’s duty to comprehend
nature, but Kant also said famously that reason
understands in nature only what it puts into
it; nature is not only cognised, but construct-
ed. Kant compares reason to a judge who inter-
rogates a witness and significantly influences
the answers by the way he puts the questions.
Lu-Adler remarked that an alternative method
of testifying in a law court has the witness in-
terrogated by defence or the prosecution, with
the judge initially just listening to these ques-
tions and answers.

In the treatises on races the use of testimo-
ny was prompted by Kant’s position in the dis-
cussion between the advocates of monogenesis
and polygenesis. Kant maintains that all rac-
es have a common origin, his main argument
being that monogenesis accords better with a
priori principles. To establish that fact, he calls
as a witness the slave-owning planter, James
Tobin, in favour of racial, i.e. natural mental
differences. Heeding the testimony of such a
figure contradicts Kant’s criteria of the cer-
tainty of testimony, which include an ethical
dimension. And yet, Kant decides to use this
testimony because it corresponds to what he
considers to be reasonable, i.e. a priori princi-
ples. Lu-Adler summed up Kant’s approach in
the following way: testimony plays a strictly
“passive role” and its interpretation fully cor-
responds to Kant’s principles of reason as an



IIOKJIazia BIIOJIHE IIpeficKa3yeMbIM oOpa3oM Oblin
HOIHSATHL BOIIPOCHL O COIVIACOBAHHOCTU W O IIpe-
oOafarorer TOHaJIbHOCTY B3DIsimoB KaHTa Ha
packl B KOHTEKCTe ero YHVBepCaJIMICTCKOV 3TUKM
U IIpOrpeccuBHON PryIocopmmt ICTOPUNL.

Cepxuo @ysumec Ioncasec (KammuamHrpam) oc-
BETMJI MeCTO MBICJIEHHBIX 9KCIIEPVMEHTOB B pu-
nocodpum Kanta — B uacTHOCTM, OBLI IIperCTaB-
neH ananus npeanosioxenu M. I Kaimna (Ka-
lin, 1972) o ToM, YTO MBIC/IEHHBIE 3KCIIEPVIMEHTBI
UTpaloT KJIIOYEBYIO pOJIb B IIOATBEPXKAeHVV TpaH-
ClIeHIeHTaIbHbIX ITpuHINIIoB. Kpome Toro, @y-
3HTeC IIpefICTaBIII pacCMOTpPeHMe psa HaTypdu-
jocodpckmx paccyxaeHnit KaHrta (kak paHHero,
TaK ¥ IO3[IHero IepuoJioB) B KayecTBe IIPUMepOB
MBICJIEHHBIX 3KCIIEpVMEHTOB, II0Ka3aB Py 3TOM
TeCHYIO CBSI3b TeMbl MBICJIEHHBIX 3KCIIEPVIMEHTOB
C BOITpOCcaMM aHaJIOT MV ¥ BOOOpakeH!sl B KPUTU-
uveckom dpumstocodpunt Kanra.

Auzexcen Kaboponxo6 (Mocksa / KaymmHun-
rpajI) M3JIOKWI CBOV B3DVISAL Ha IIyTU Pa3BUTUA
COBpPEMEeHHOW COLIVOJIOTUI C TOYKM 3peHus TOu
KOHIIEIIINY IIparMaTu4eckoro pasyma, KOTOPYIO
KaHT nosoXmnii B 0CHOBY CBOeVl IIparMaTiuecKon
Bepcuy aHTporosioru. ’KaBopoHKOB JJOKa3bIBa-
€T, UTO KOHIIeMIIV ITparMaTi4eckoro pasyma Mo-
JKeT IOCITY>KUTh OCHOBOVI 111 aHTPOIOJIOTMYeCKN
dyHIMPOBAHHON COLMOJIOTMUM M CIIOCOOCTBOBATH
IIPOSICHEHWIO HEeKOTOPBIX COLIMOJIOIMYeCKNX IIpo-
OrmeM — ¥ TakMM 00pa3oM BO3MOXKHO ITpeorioJie-
HVie COLIVIOJIOTYeCKOV! OIIIO3UIINY HOPMaTVBHO-
ctut 1 smrvpusmMa. C aTovt Toukon 3peHms JKaso-
JPOHKOB ITPOTMBOCTOUT JIOMUHWPYIOIIIEMY B COBpe-
MeHHOVI COITVIOJIOI MY Te3VCY O TOM, UTO HOpMaTWB-
Hble KOHIIenThl KaHTa HecOBMeCTMMEI C aKTyaJlb-
HBIMV SMIIVPVKO-aHaJINTUYeCKVMU TTOXOJaMIA

Basenmun baxano8 (YnpsHoBCK / Kammuame-
rpaj) B CBOeM [IOKJlajle IIpoaHaIM3MpoBasl M-
CTeMOJIOTMUeCcKMe ¥  COoLMasIbHO-pvIocodckme
CJIEZICTBYS, BBITEKAOIVie U3 COIIOCTaBJIeHMsl KaH-
TOBCKOVI KOHIIETIIIVIV MaTeMATUKV C COBpeMEeHHOM
HeVipoHaykovt. HefaBHume OTKpBITHS B 3TOV 00JIa-
CTU CBUIETEJILCTBYIOT 00 OHTOreHeTYecKom Oc-
HOBe MaTeMaTiJecKoro MeiieHns. Ee obpasyer

A.S. Zilber

“inquisitor’s interrogation” of a witness by the
judge; Kant warned against fanatical adher-
ence to hypotheses, the tendency to hold on
to convictions, and yet this could not always
preserve him from some delusions charac-
teristic of his time. In the discussion, partici-
pants raised the question of how the tonality of
Kant’s views on races squared with his univer-
salistic ethics and his progressive philosophy
of history.

Sergio Fuentes Gonzalez (Kaliningrad) ex-
amined the place of mental experiments in
Kant’s philosophy. In particular, he analysed
Martin G. Kalin’s suggestion that mental ex-
periments play the key role in corroborating
transcendental principles (c¢f. Kalin, 1972).
Fuentes also presented a number of Kant’'s
philosophy-of-nature reflections — of the ear-
ly and later periods — as examples of men-
tal experiments, demonstrating the close link
between mental experiments and the issues
of analogy and imagination in Kant’s critical
philosophy.

Alexey Zhavoronkov (Moscow / Kalinin-
grad) set forth his views on the development
of modern sociology in terms of the concept
of pragmatic reason which Kant made the ba-
sis of his pragmatic approach to anthropolo-
gy. Zhavoronkov argued that the concept of
pragmatic reason can be the basis of anthro-
pologically grounded sociology and can help
to clarify some sociological problems and thus
perhaps overcome sociological opposition to
normativeness and empiricism. Zhavornkov
thus challenged the prevalent thesis that Kant’s
normative concepts are incompatible with the
current empirical-analytical approach.

Valentin Bazhanov (Ulyanovsk / Kaliningrad)
analysed the epistemological and socio-phil-
osophical consequences of the comparison
of Kant’s concept of mathematics and mod-
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«qyBCTBO YMCJIa» — CIOCOOHOCTH K Pas3/IMYeHIIO
KOJIM4YeCcTBa IPeIMeTOB W IIPOCTeNIINM IIPOToa-
pudmeTrgecknM oneparmsm. OHO VIMeeT CBOIO
HepOoM3MOIIOrMUeCcKyI0 OCHOBY W CBA3aHO C
OpMeHTalVeVl B IPOCTPAHCTBE V1 BpeMeHM («sTuert-
Ka MeCTa»), 3TO OffHa M3 CTAPTOBBIX TOUEK KOTHVI-
TUBHOVI 5BOJIIOIIMI MHTeJUIeKTa. BpokieHHOCTb
«4yBCTBa 4MCJIa» O3HadyaeT ero alpuopHOCTb, B
CBSI311 C UeM COBpeMeHHBbIe VccilefioBaTesi Hasbl-
BalOT CBOIO IIPOrpaMMy M3yueHWs apXUTeKTOHU-
KI MO3Tra «KaHTMaHCKOV VCCIIeZIoBaTesIbCKOVI IIpo-
rpaMMOVD» ¥ TOBOPSIT O «KaHTMAHCKOM MO3re».
IlorgaTuiiHasg M cMMBOJIMYECKasl perpe3eHTallys
«9qyBCTBa 4MCJIa» IIPOVICXOOUT y>Ke B IIpoliecce ak-
KYJIBTypaliiyi, ¥ 3TOT IPOLecC MMeeT KyJIbTyp-
HYIO U S3bIKOBYIO crenmnduxy. dopMmposaHe
CVICTEM VICUMCIICHMS Ha 2TOM OHTOTIeHEeTITYeCKOM
OCHOBe MOKHO OITMCaTh, II0 cjloBaM bakaHoBa,
KaK TPaHCIIeHIeHTaJIN3M J1eITeJIbHOCTHOIO THUIIa,
B TOM CMBICJIe YTO «CTapTOBasl O3UIIVI IIPOLIe/Ty P
c4eTa, KaK M3BECTHO, CBSI3aHa C HEIIOCpPeCTBEeH-
HOI [1esITeTTbHOCTHIO» (Baxkaros, 2020, c. 91), B xo-
TOPOVI MHOKeCTBa IIPeIMEeTOB OOBIYHO COIIOCTaB-
JISIFOTCS C KOJIMYECTBOM UYeJIOBEUECKMX KOHEUHO-
CTerL. DTO CBUIIEeTeJIbCTBYeT B I10J1b3y aHTVpeaIns-
Ma 1 OJTHOBpeMeHHO HaTypaJir3Ma B prstocodpmm
MareMaTVKN: pa3BuUTVie (POPMaTBHBIX VeV B Ma-
TeMaTVKe IIPOVICXOIUT Orrarofapsl 1esTeIbHOCTH,
HO X OCHOBa — HOpupopHas. B casm ¢ atuMm ba-
’KaHOB TTO[IHAJI B CBOEM [JOKJIaJle BOIIPOCHI O B3aw-
MOCBSI3U COLIVIOKYJIBTY PHOVI U Ouosioruecko ae-
TepMUHALVN B PasBUTUN JINYHOCTL.

JIBa 3aK/IIOUMTETEHEIX HOKJIaja ObLIVI ITOCBSI-
IlleHbl TeMe Iapajulesiert Mexnay dutocoduent
Kanra 1 xoHiernument wcropum Hayku Tomaca
Kyna. Kapun de bép (J1ésen) v I1aBes Patixas (Hero-
KacyI) oOpaTwInch K BOIIPOCY O CXOICTBAX MEXIY
ABYyMs KOHIIETILIVIAMY, a TOYHee, K BOIIPOCY O TOM,
vMeeT JIv KoHIennysa KyHa KaHTMaHCKVe KOpHL.
B xon1ie xxm3HM KyH caM oTMeuast cXofIicTBO CBOVIX
et ¢ voeamu KaxTa, omHako oH He ObUT 3HaKOM
C KaHTOBCKOVI KOHIIEIIITVeVt HayKV BO BpeMs HaIlu-
caHms cBoert KHurn «CTpyKTypa Hay4YHBIX PeBO-
oy, e bép ykasasia Ha BeposITHOe OItocpeo-
BaHHoe BivsiHue KanTa na Kyna, mockornbky Kyn
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ern neuro-science. Recent discoveries in this
field attest to the ontogenetic nature of mathe-
matical thinking. It is formed by “the sense of
number”, i.e. the capacity to tell the number of
objects and perform simple proto-arithmetical
operations. It has its neuro-physiological basis
in, and is connected with, orientation in space
and time (“the place cell”) and is one of the
staring points of the intellect’s cognitive evolu-
tion. Since “the sense of number” is inborn, it
is a priori, which is why modern scientists call
their programme of studying the architectonics
of the brain “the Kantian research programme”
and speak about the “Kantian brain”. The con-
ceptual and symbolic representation of the
“sense of number” takes place in the process
of acculturation, which has cultural and lin-
guistic features. The formation of the counting
systems on this ontogenetic basis can, accord-
ing to Bazhanov, be described as activity-based
transcendentalism in the sense that “the start-
ing position for counting is connected with di-
rect activity” (Bazhanov, 2020, p. 91), in which
sets of objects are usually related to the num-
ber of human extremities. This is an argument
in favour of anti-realism and simultaneously
naturalism in the philosophy of mathematics:
formal ideas in mathematics develop thanks
to activity, but their basis is natural. In this
context, Bazhanov raised the question of in-
terconnection between the socio-cultural and
biological determination of the development of
the personality.

The last two papers were devoted to the par-
allels between Kant’s philosophy and Thomas
Kuhn’s concept of the history of science. Karin
de Boer (Leuven) and Pavel Reichl (Newcastle)
looked at the similarities between the two con-
cepts and tried to answer the question wheth-
er Kuhn’s concept has Kantian roots. Towards
the end of his life, Kuhn himself noted the sim-
ilarity of his ideas to those of Kant; however,



BIIOXHOBJISUICS paboTaMu (PpaHITy3CKMX aBTOPOB
Hauasia XX B. — Astekcanpa Kovipe, Dmuiig Marni-
epcoHa 1 DrieH Melpkep, a X B3IVIS/Ibl YaCTUYHO
OCHOBBIBAJIVICh Ha HEOKaHTVAHCKMX ITPOYTeHMAX
KanTa. OcHOBHBIM coflepkaHMeM JI0KJIa/ia CTajlo
cpaBHeHMe mzent «CTPYKTypbl HayYHBIX PEBOJIIO-
VVD» C MaJIOVI3yYeHHOV I HOBATOPCKOVI IJIsI CBO-
ero BpeMeHM paboTovt DrteH Melpkep, BBIIIOIHEH-
Hou B mepuop, Mexay Ilepsont m Bropont mupo-
BbIMM BotHaMM. (CTOUT OTMETUTB, YTO B 3TOT XKe
Hepuoy], BpeMeHM HOsIBIJIach ellle ofHa Nofo0Has
paboTa, [10JIr0 OcTaBaBlllasics He3aMe4eHHOV, —
kHwura J1. drrexa «BosHMKHOBeHVIe 1 pa3BUTHe Ha-
y4HOro d¢axkra».) Jleonud Koprusaeb (Kamvamn-
rpai) B CBOeM J0KJIajie OOJIblle BHUMaHWS YIeIIVIT
TeMe pasiani Mmexay naesmu Kanra n Kyna 1o
BOITPOCY O BO3MOYKHOCTV IIOCTPOEHWMS e[IVIHOV Ha-
VKM C CHICTeMaTUYeCKVMU CBA3SIMU MeX1y JVCITV-
IJTMHaMM, e[[MHOrO HayYHOro oOpasa Mupa, a Tak-
JKe TI0 BOITPOCY O BO3MOKHOCTW ITPeOI0JIeH sl TeH-
JeHIIUM K pa3oOIIeHNIo Hay4HBIX JIUCHIUIUIVH.
ITpenmeToM aHaM3a CTaI OCHOBAHMS PasiInNd-
HbIx nosunui Kanra n KyHa, a Takke mx B3IJIA0bI
Ha poib drtocodprm B GopMUpPOBaHUN eIMHCTBA
1 pa300IIeHHOCTN B HayKe.

Kondepenums cobpaia HemMaslyio aygUTOPUIO,
Gosiee TIOIYCOTHM IIOCTOSHHBIX CIIyIIaTesIell CO
BCEro Mypa, akKTMBHO OOCYXIaBIIIVX 3aTPOHYThIe
TeMbl. [lyOnmKanms crarevt, IOOTOTOBJIEHHBIX Ha
OCHOBe [IOKJIaZIOB, KOTOpble OblLjIM IIpesicTaBJle-
Hbl Ha KOH(epeHIMY, IIaHUpyeTcs B XXypHasle
«VcenenoBanms 1o vicropumn 1 gpuiocodpun Ha-
ykw» (Studies in History and Philosophy of Science)
B CIlelMaJIbHOM BBIIycKe Ha Temy «Bompocer nic-
T10JIb30BaHMs pasyMa B KaHTOBCKOV dpusiocodpum
Haykw» nof, pegaknyent T. [lrypma u P. Mepa.

Baazodapuocmu. [annas nybaukayus nodeo-
mobaena npu gunarcobon noddepxxe Munucmep-
cmBa nayxu u Buicuteeo 0dpazobanus Poccutickoil De-
depayuu, npoexm Ne 075-15-2019-1929 «Kanmuan-
CKAS PAUUOHAALHOCTT U ee nomeHyuar 6 cobpemen-
HOU HAYKe, MeXHOA0UAX U COUUAALHBIX UHCTIUMY-
max», peaiusyemviii Ha base baamuiickoeo pedepans-
Hoeo yHuBepcumema um. V. Kanma (Karununepao).

A.S. Zilber

he was not actually familiar with Kant’s con-
cept of science when he was writing his book
The Structure of Scientific Revolutions. De Boer
suggested that Kuhn may have been influenced
by Kant indirectly because he was inspired by
the works of French authors at the beginning of
the twentieth century: Alexandre Koyré, Emile
Meyerson and Helene Metzger whose views
were partly based on neo-Kantian readings of
Kant. The focus of the paper is the comparison
of The Structure of Scientific Revolutions with the
little studied and, for her time, ground-break-
ing work of Helene Metzger, written in the pe-
riod between the two world wars. (It is worth
noting that the same period saw the publica-
tion of another work which had long remained
unnoticed, Ludwik Fleck’s Genesis and De-
velopment of a Scientific Fact). Leonid Kornilaev
(Kaliningrad) paid more attention to the differ-
ences between Kant and Kuhn on the question
whether it is possible to build a single science
with systemic links between disciplines and
a common scientific picture of the world, and
whether the trend of disciplines to disunity
could be overcome.

The conference attracted a sizeable audience,
more than fifty permanent listeners from across
the world who actively discussed the topics
raised. There are plans to publish articles based
on the papers presented at the conference in the
journal “Studies in the History and Philosophy
of Science”, in a special issue entitled “The Uses
of Reason in Kant’s Philosophy of Science”, edit-
ed by T. Sturm and R. Meer.
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HEKPOAOT

OBITUARY

MMAMSITU ®MIIOCODPA
HEJ1JI1 BACUJIBEBHBI
MOTPOILIMJIOBOM
(1934—2021)

23 wrons 2021 yuwia w3 xwsHau Hemummn Bacu-
nbeBHa Motpomiiosa — uIocod, MyOpbIil 1
KpPacWBBIVI 4eJIoBeK, IOKTOp PVIIOCOPCKMX Hayk,
npodpeccop, MIaBHBIVI HAyYHBIVI COTPYAHUK VIH-
crutyTa dpmstocodpun PAH, cierparvicr 1o mcro-
PV €BPOIIEVICKOVI 11 OTeueCTBeHHOV drytocodpumt.
B ceropmsimHent Poccit HET HM OTHOIO YejIoBe-
Ka, IIPMYAcTHOro K prstocodnmt mim MHTepecyro-
IIerocsi €10, KOTOpoMy He ObIJIO OBbI 3HAKOMO VIMS
H. B. MoTpommioBor, KTO He YiTaJjl ee KHUT, CTa-
Tevl, 3cce, He CIIyIIIaJl ee BBICTYIUIEHVS Ha YHVBEP-
CUTETCKMX IIIOMIAZIKax M B CPeICTBaX MacCOBOV
vHMopMativm. JKmBov SSpKuT YeJIoBeK, JTIOOSIIIIA
JKV3HbB, YMEIOIIUI IIIYTUTh " CIIOPUTH, LEH I
B OKpY>KalOIIMX yM 1 IpodpeccroranmsM, Hemm
BacusibeBHa 3aMeuasia 1 IIeHWIa KPacoTy VeV 1

IN MEMORIAM:
PHILOSOPHER
NELLY V. MOTROSHILOVA
(1934-2021)

Nelly Vasilyevna Motroshilova, a philo-
sopher, a wise and wonderful person, Doctor
of Sciences, Professor, Principal Research
Fellow at the Institute of Philosophy of the
Russian Academy of Sciences (RAS), and
specialist in the history of European and Russian
philosophy, passed away on 23 June 2021. In
today’s Russia there is hardly a person engaged
or interested in philosophy who does not know
the name of Motroshilova, who has not read her
books, articles and essays, has not attended her
talks at academic gatherings, and has not viewed
her presentations in the media. A lively, bright
person who knew how to joke and argue, who
valued the intellect and professionalism of those

KanmoBexuir cooprux. 2021. T. 40, Ne 3. C. 167 —178.
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JIOTYIKY CMBICJIOB, IIPV 3TOM OCTaBasiCh OTKPBITON
Mupy 1oBceiHeBHOCTY. OHa IOpOXMIIa IpyK0Oo,
mo0wla 1 Oblyla JII00VMMa, ICKpeHHe MHTepecoBa-
J1aCh JKM3HBIO OKPY>KaIOIINX ee JIFOfIer.

Yxe Hetb3s HaOpaTh Bpe3aBIINVICS B IIaMSTh
HoMep TeJlepoHa M YCIIBIIIATh IIPVBETIIVBBIN TO-
soc Hesutn BacuitbeBHBI; OHa OosIbllle He pacIiax-
HeT HaBCTpeuy [IBepV CBOell yIOTHOV KBapTUpPHL B
3HaMEHVTOM MOCKOBCKOM «IOM€ Ha HOXKax», He
OyneT cueTh 4yTh CrOPOMBIIINICE 3a CBOVIM JIIOOV-
MBIM ITVICBMEHHBIM CTOJIOM B CEKTOpPe VICTOPUU 3a-
rajgHoOM dprstocodn Ha yeTBepToM sTaxe VHcTH-
TyTa dustocodpunt Ha Ionuapnon, 12... Ho eme B
TeueHVie HECKOJIBKVIX JIET, TIOIOOHO CBETY yTacIlIyX
3Be3[l, Oy/yT BBIXOAWTE 13 IledaTy HOBble paboThI,
HaIVICaHHBIE €0 B ITOCIIeTHIIe MeCSIIbI XI3H. by-
AyT HepeunsaBaThbCsd, 3aHOBO IepeUYNThIBATbCS U
repeXXnBaThcsl ee KHUTY, Oymopaska yMBI HOBBIX
HoKoJleHn ee umntaresien. IlpusepxeHnsl du-
710c0pCKOro 3HaHMA OyayT 0OCyXaaTh, OIIpoBep-
raTh, OTCTaMBaTh ¥ 3aHOBO, y>K€ B MHBIX YCJIOBU-
gX, aHaJIM3MPOBaTh U OIleHMBaTh ee uyen. Ee Tpy-
IBI OyIIyT OUTUPOBATBCS, 3alyMaHHBIe €0 ITPOeK-
TBI ITpofoJIKaThes. Ee xpymikniz 6es1okypeivt oOpas
U ee CTPOruit OeCKOMITPOMMCCHBIVI CTWIIb PabOThI
OyIyT XWUTh B ee yUeHMKaXx, IPY3bsiX U KoJIjIerax.

Bynyun nmiom otedecTBeHHOro pmIocodpcko-
'O TIOKOJIEHMSI IIeCTU/IeCSITHUKOB, KYJIBTOBOVI (p1-
T'ypOVi B KOTOPTe POCCUTICKUX MCTOPUKOB (PIIOCO-
dum BTOpot nosoBHbl XX — Havaia XXI crore-
TVs1, MBICJIVTeJIeM, BOIUIOLIAOIIVIM B CBOEM TBOP-
JecTBe B3aMIMOBJIVISIHVE PYCCKOVI ¥ 3aragHov pu-
socodpckmx Tpaguimii, Hemi BacuiibeBHa Takke
3aHMMala BUIHOE MeCTO B 3allafiHoM ¢ustocod-
CKOM cooOrriecTBe. Briafes HemelkuM, aHITIUT-
CKMM, PaHITy3CKMM ¥ UTAJIbIHCKUM S3BbIKaMMU,
ABJISSACH SHITVIKITONEINYeCK oO0pa3oBaHHBIM de-
soBekoM, Hermm BacwiieeBHa ObUla mpriMepom
MBICJINTEIISI eBpOIIeViCKoro Maciraba. briaromaps
ee VICCIIeoBaTeIIbCKOV, TTePeBOTYeCKOV 1 IO IIs-
pu3aTopckov paboTe OTedeCcTBEHHBIE MHTeIUIeK-
TyaJIbl 3HAKOMWJIVICh C COBpEMEeHHBIMY TeHIeHIIV-
sIMW B 3aI1aIHOV, ITpeXkJie BCero HeMeITKOsI3bITHO,
dumocodnn, a 3apyOexxHbIe KOJIJlern Ha OCHOBE
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around her, she had a great appreciation for the
beauty of ideas and the logic of meanings while
remaining open to the world of everyday life.
She treasured friendship, loved and was truly
loved, and was sincerely interested in the life of
the people around her.

One can no longer dial the telephone number
etched in memory and hear her warm and
friendly voice. She will never again fling open
the door of her cozy flat in the famous Moscow
“house on legs” or sit slightly hunched over at
her favourite desk in the History of Western
Philosophy department office on the fourth
floor in the Institute of Philosophy building at
12, Goncharnaya Street... Yet, for the next few
years, new works written by her in the last
months of her life will continue coming out,
reaching us like the light of extinct stars. New
editions of her books will be published, studied
again, and thought through, exciting the minds
of new generations of readers. Experts and other
adherents of philosophical knowledge will
discuss, challenge, defend, analyse and assess
her ideas under new conditions. Her works will
be cited, and the projects she conceived will be
carried on. Her fragile blonde image and her
strict and uncompromising work style will live
on in her pupils, friends and colleagues.

Motroshilova was the face of the 1960s
generation of Russian philosophers, a cult figure
in the cohort of Russian historians of philosophy
in the latter half of the twentieth and early
twenty-first centuries, a thinker whose work
embodied the cross-pollination of the Russian
and Western philosophical traditions. She also
occupied a prominent place in the Western
philosophical community. She was a broadly
educated thinker of a high calibre, speaking
German, English, French, and Italian. Thanks
to her work as a researcher, translator and
populariser, Russia’s intellectuals were gradually
introduced to contemporary trends in Western,
especially German-language philosophy,



ee TeKCTOB, ITyOJIMKyeMbIX B BeIyIuX 3apyOex-
HBIX V3[IaHVX, COCTaBIIAIIN IIpeficTaB/IeHNe O pa-
6ote poccurickmnx dpustocodos. Hermm Bacribes-
Ha — Jlaypeat npemun Ponga Asiekcanapa dpoH
I'ymbGospara. OHa ObUTa HarpakaeHa Peirjapckim
KpecToM opreHa «3a 3aciyru mepen;, Peneparvs-
Hovt PecrryGrimkon T'epmanms» (Bundesverdienst-
kreuz am Bande) n menasnsio VHcTHTYTa dostoco-
dvn PAH «3a Bki1az, B passuTe prstocopm».

Hesumn BacwibeBHa MoTpormiosa poamiack
21 despaisa 1934 r. B ceste CtapoBepoBO XapbKOB-
cKkov1 obracTyt. B 1956 romy ¢ omimumeM 3aKOHUM-
na dwtocodpckumt daxysisrer MIY m nocrynm-
Ja B acnmpaHTypy VIHcTuTyTa dvtocodpun AH
CCCP. B 1963 r. oHa 3ammTwiIa KaHAWIATCKYIO
nuccepraumio «KpuTuka meaancTIecKmx Teo-
P aKTMBHOCTY cyOBbekTa (Ha ImprMepe dpeHoMe-
Hostorum . I'ycceprist M COLMOIIOTMY TIO3HAHA)»,
a B 1970 r.— pokropckyro auccepramnuio «K mpo-
Orieme colaIbHOM OOYCIIOBJIEHHOCTM TIO3HAHMS
(n3 ucropvmt dprtocodpunt XVII-XVIII BB.)». B VH-
ctutyTte dprtocodpnn Hemim BacuiibeBHa nipopa-
6otasa 60 s1eT. B TeyeHme 27 jleT OHa BO3IJIABIIS-
JIa CeKTOp MCTOpWUM 3aragHon dusiocodum, ogHO
13 Hanboslee IIPOIYKTMUBHBIX 1 M3BECTHBIX CBOVIM
3Be3IHBIM COCTABOM VICCIIeZIoBaTesIelt IIofpasiesie-
Hue VIHcTuTyTa dhustocodpunt PAH. Bosee wetsep-
™1 Beka H.B. Motpommmiiosa Oblta mpefcenare-
JIeM JIMICCepTallIOHHOI'O COoBeTa II0 MCTOpuu pu-
jocoum 1 3aBefioBajia OTAJIOM UCTOpUU prIo-
coduu VMHcTUTyTa.

OnHoBpemeHHO B pasHble ronsl H.B. MoTpo-
mmIoBa npenofgasaiia B MI'Y, MU®V, BI'VIK, I'A-
YTH n opyrvix BeICIIX y4eOHBIX 3aBeeHNSIX Ha-
1revi crpaHbl. OHa HOATOTOBNIIA K 3alTe 26 acmm-
PaHTOB, MHOI'VIe 113 KOTOPBIX BIIOCJIeZICTBU 3allly-
TWIV JOKTOPCKMe [yiccepTallvi M CerofHs IIpo-
ZIOJDKAIOT YCIIEITHO paboTaTh B P1yI0coOPuIL.

B 1986 r. H. B. MoTporimosa ocHosasta «Vcro-
PpUKO-1II0cOdCKIIL €XKeTOHK» 1 ObliIa ero bec-
CMEHHBIM IJIaBHBIM PeJaKTOPOM O IMOCJIeTHMX
IIHEeV CBOeV >KM3HN. 3a TPV C TIOJIOBVMHOV [eCAaTKa
eT «EXXeromHmK» cTasl OfHUM 13 HanboJslee aBTo-
PUTETHBIX U YMTaeMBbIX IIePUOAMYECKMX U3TaHU
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while foreign scholars learned about work of
their Russian colleagues from her numerous
writings that appeared in leading publication
venues abroad. Motroshilova is the laureate of
the Alexander von Humboldt Research Award,
a recipient of the Knight's Cross of the Order
of Merit of the Federal Republic of Germany
(Bundesverdienstkreuz am Bande), and a medal of
the RAS Institute of Philosophy For Contribution
to the Development of Philosophy.

Nelly Motroshilova was born on 21 February
1934 in the village of Staroverovo in the Kharkov
Region. In 1956, she graduated magna cum laude
from Moscow University Philosophical Faculty
and was admitted as a PhD student at the USSR
Academy of Sciences’ Institute of Philosophy. In
1963, she defended a PhD dissertation entitled
“Critique of Idealistic Theories of the Subject’s
Activity (the Case of the Phenomenology of
E. Husserl and the Sociology of Cognition)”,
and in 1970 a Doctor of Sciences (Dr Habil.)
dissertation entitled “On the Problem of Social
Conditioning of Cognition (from the History of
Philosophy of the Seventeenth and Eighteenth
Centuries)”. She worked at the Institute of
Philosophy for 60 years. For 27 of those years,
she served as the Head of Department of the
History of Western Philosophy, one of the most
productive research units at the RAS Institute
of Philosophy, well known for its stellar team of
researchers. For more than a quarter of a century
Nelly Motroshilova chaired the Dissertations
Council on the History of Philosophy and
led the Institute’s Division of the History of
Philosophy.

Shealso taughtin various years at Lomonosov
Moscow State University, Moscow Engineering
Physics Institute (MEPhI), the State Institute of
Cinematography (VGIK), the State Academic
University for the Humanities (GAUGN) and
other institutions of higher education in Russia.
She supervised 26 PhD students who defended
their dissertations and many of whom went on to
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o vicropum pustocodpum B Poccun, Ha mmyorimka-
LMAX KOTOPOrO BBIPOCJIO He OJIHO ITOKOJIeHVe OT-
edecTBeHHBIX dwtocodos. Hermm BacwibesHa
ObUTa 4JIeHOM PeIKOJUIeT I MHOTMX POCCUTICKMIX
” 3apyOeXHBIX XypHaJIOB, BKJIIOYasl TaKue Kak
«Bompocsl  durtocodpum», «Prtocodckmit Kyp-
Hay», «Vcropus dunocodnm», «Horizon: deno-
MeHOJIOrMYecKye McciefoBanms», «KaHToBcKmi
cObopHMK», «Deutsche Zeitschrift fiir Philosophie»,
«Studia Spinozana» n «Hegel Bulletin.

Hesym BacuiibeBHa — aBTOP M OTBETCTBEHHBIN
penaxTop Oosee 30 MHAMBUIYAIBHBIX 1 KOJUIEK-
TUBHBIX MOHOI'paduii, obIliee umcIio ee MyOImKa-
LW (YUUTBIBast OHJIAVH-TEKCTHI M pacIIdpOBKI
ee BBICTYTUIEHUT) ITpUOJIVIKaeTcs K YeThIpeMCTaM.

Ilon pyxosoncTsoM H. B. MoTtporsioson Obiit
IIOZITOTOBJIEH CaMbIl BOCTPeOOBaHHBIV Ha pyOe-
ke XX—XXI croseTmit 4YeTBIPeXTOMHBIN y4eO-
HUK 110 mctopum dwiocopum «Vcropusa duiio-
codpmm: 3anag, — Poccmss — Boctok» (1995—1999,
2010). YueOHMK HOBOTO TWIIA, CBOOOIHBIN OT Vizle-
OJIOTM3allNM KaKMX-IM0O0 yUeHMTA, I1IKOJI, HarlpaB-
JIeHUVI U 3TanoB pr1ocodpCcKoro pasBuTHS, OH 10
CHIX IIWPOKO VCIIOJIb3yeTCsl CTyAeHTaMu VU IIperio-
JaBaTeJISIMM BYy30B CTpaHBbl B KadecTBe y4eOHOro
rocooms 1o dpvtocodpmm. [TomMrMo IMPOTEL OX-
BaTa — W3JIOXKEeHMs 3HauYMUTeJIbHBIX ITOCTVDKeHU
3ara HOVI, BOCTOUHON 1 pyccKomt dpuitocodpnm ot
JAPeBHOCTY [I0 HaIllMX JIHell — HOBW3Ha y4yeOHU-
Ka COCTOs1JIa B CAMOM ITOZIXOfI€e K ITPOLIeCCY MCTOPU-
Ko-(prtocodckoro pasputms. BmecTo rocrionctso-
BaBIIIeV B TeUeHVe MHOIVIX JIeCSITVIIETUI B Halllen
CTpaHe MHTepIIpeTaIuy ucTopun riocodpun ¢
TOYKM 3peHsI OOpBOBI MEXITy MaTepraI3MOM 1
VIeasI3MOM 37ech ObUIa IpeAIpuHSITa IIOIbIT-
Ka paccCMOTpeTh pasBepThIBaHVe MCTOPUKO-PUIIO-
codpcKoV MBIC/IV KaK JIMHaMUYHBIV ITpoLiecc pas-
BUTHUS JTyXa, BBICTYTIAIONIM Ba>KHEWITIEVT COCTaB-
JIIONIeV HMBWIN3AlMOHHOTO ITporpecca.

YnuxkaneaocTs H. B. MoTpomiosonr — B MHO-
TOrPaHHOCTYI M MacIliTabe ee aKaIeMIIecKIX MH-
TepecoB. Bcro X1sHb, ¢ epBbIX cTaTer, OHa CMeJIo
Opastach 3a pa3paboTKy TPYIHBIX TeM, TPeOYOIIX
I7TyOMHHOTO TIOTpYy’XKeHWsl B IIpo0JieMy ¥ IIMPO-
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successfully defend DSc (Dr Habil.) dissertations
and continue to be active in philosophy.

In 1986, Nelly Motroshilova founded the
“History of Philosophy Yearbook”, serving as its
editor in chief until her death. Over the past three
and a half decades it became one of the most
authoritative and most widely read periodicals
on the history of philosophy in Russia, with
whose publications several generations of
Russian philosophers grew up. She served
on Editorial Boards of numerous journals in
Russia and abroad, including “Voprosy Filosofii”,
“Philosophy Journal”, “History of Philosophy”,
“Horizon: Phenomenological Studies”, “Kantian
Journal”, “Deutsche Zeitschrift fiir Philosophie”,
“Studia Spinozana” and “Hegel Bulletin”.

Nelly Motroshilovaauthored and edited more
than 30 individual monographs and collective
volumes, with her total number of publications
(including online texts and transcripts of her
oral presentations) approaching nearly four
hundred.

She served as the managing editor of the
four-volume textbook, A History of Philosophy:
West — Russia — East (1995-1999, 2010), which
was the most popular textbook at the turn of
the twentieth and twenty-first centuries. A
philosophical publication of a new type, free
from ideologisation of any doctrines, schools,
trends and stages in the development of
philosophy, it is still widely used by students
and instructors as a textbook for philosophy at
the country’s higher education institutions. In
addition to its breadth of coverage — including
presentation of the significant achievements
of Western, Eastern and Russian philosophy
from antiquity to the present — the textbook
pioneered a new approach to the process of the
development of philosophy. Instead of assessing
the history of philosophy from the point of
view of the struggle between materialism
and idealism, the interpretative tradition that
prevailed in our country for many decades, it



KOTO MHTeJIJIeKTyaJIbHOTO Kpyrosopa: HadaB CBOVI
TBOPYECKUVI ITyTh C U3y YeHVs COLIVIOJIOT M TI03Ha-
HWsl, OHa VccIlejoBajla VICTOPUIO HeMeITKOV Kilac-
cuueckont dvtocodpunt, PeHOMEeHOJIOTMIO, SK3U-
CTeHIIMaJIN3M, OTedecTBeHHYI0 prstocodpriro XIX—
XX BB, mpoOreMbl IUBUIIM3ALIMY ¥ BapBapcTBa
u ap. I'epon kuur Hesmm Bacuiibesusr — [1. Bpy-
Ho, P. [lexaprt, V1. Kanr, I B. @. I'eress, O. I'yccepis,
®. Hummre, M. Xanperrep, X. Apenar, B. C. Coso-
BbeB, J1. 1. Illectos, M. K. Mamapnamsmiy, 1O. Xa-
OepMac, MBICIIUTEIIV TIEPBOTO perucrpa B uio-
coq)CKorZ TPpagVLIVIVA. Kaxxgpiin pa3, TOTOBS HOBYIO
myonmkarito, Hermn BacwitbeBHa mpopabareiBa-
Jla IUIaCThI Hay4YHOV JIMTepaTyphbl M IepBOMCTOY-
HUKM Ha 43bIKaX OPUIMHAJIOB JI0 TeX IIOp, HOKa
He TIOCTUTaJIa CyTh M3ydaeMoro deHoMeHa. Ee pa-
60TBI — ODpaser] SICHOTO 1 CTPYKTYPUPOBAaHHOIO
aHaJIM3a, CoUeTaroIerocs C IiIy0oKo JIMYHOCTHBIM
OTHOIIIeHVIeM K aHaJIM31pyeMbIM peHOMeHaM.
Eme 6ynyum crynmentkont MI'Y, H. B. MoTpo-
IIWIOBa B3sUIach 3a M3ydeHUe (PeHOMEeHOJIOrMNn
I'yccepisi, ¢ KoTOopoVt Masio KTO ObIJI TOT/ja 3HAKOM
B Hamer crpate. [da v Tpyasr 'yccepris He Tob-
KO He ObUIN IlepeBelleHbl Ha PYCCKU A3bIK, HO U
OCTaBa/IMCh HPaKTUYeCKV HeIOCTYyIIHbI OTeue-
CTBeHHOMY umTaTesfo. KcraTy, o BocrioMmHaHM-
aM camort Hertm BacmyibeBHBI, IMEHHO 3aHSTMS
I'yccepriem 1 HEOOXOOVMMOCTD UMTATh €ro PadOThHI
Ha s3bIKe OpUTMHaJIa 3aCTaBWIN ee 3aHATbCSA M3~
y4deHVeM HeMeIIKOIo #3blKa, KOTOPbIM BIIOCIIe]I-
CTBUM OHa OBJIajiesla B coBepiieHcTBe. PeHOMeHO-
noruu I'yccepris OblTa TIOCBsIIIeHa ee OUITIOMHAs
paboTa, HamvicaHHasI 1101, PyKOBOZICTBOM ITpodpec-
copa B.d. Acmyca, 3aMedaTesIbHOTO CIelasIncTa
M OJHOIO M3 CTOJIIIOB OTE€YeCTBEHHOW WCTOPUN
dwtocodpum. Ananms dpernomenosornm I'yccepris
ObUT TaKXXe ITOJIOKeH B OCHOBY ee KaHIMIIaTCKOM
nvccepranym. OgHaKo ee yBiiedeHVe (PeHOMeHO-
norvient u I'ycceprieM Ha 3TOM He 3aKOHUYMIIOCH. B
1980—1990-e rr. Hestrin BacusibeBHa omyOsmkoBa-
J1a pAf, cTarevt 110 PeHOMeHOJIONMUYeCKOMY MeTOJTy
I'ycceprs. Hamborlee 3HauMTesIbHBIE ee VcCIIefIo-
BaHM 10 3TOV TeMe nosABwiInck yxe B 2000-e rr.,
KOT/ja BBILIIIV B CBeT JIBe BIIeYaT/ISoNIe — U 110
00BeMy, 1 TI0 CoflepkKaHMI0 — MOHOTrpadmm, mo-
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attempted to look at the unfolding of historical-
philosophical thought as a dynamic process
of the development of the spirit as the key
component of civilisational progress.

Nelly Motroshilova’s uniqueness consists in
the diversity and scale of her academic interests.
Throughout her life, since her first articles, she
boldly tackled difficult themes that called for
deep immersion in the problem and for a broad
intellectual horizon. Starting with the sociology
of cognition, she later studied the history of
classical German philosophy, phenomenology,
existentialism, the Russian philosophy of the
nineteenth and twentieth centuries, the problems
of civilisation and barbarism and so on. The
leading figures of her books include Giordano
Bruno, René Descartes, Immanuel Kant, Georg
Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel, Edmund Husserl,
Friedrich Nietzsche, Martin Heidegger, Hannah
Arendt, Vladimir Solovyov, Lev Shestov, Merab
Mamardashvili, and Jiirgen Habermas — all
top-level thinkers in the world philosophical
tradition. Each time she was preparing a new
publication, she delved into the literature and
primary sources in the original languages until
the essence of the phenomenon studied became
clear to her. Her works are models of clear and
structured analysis combined with a profoundly
personal attitude to the phenomenon she was
exploring.

While still a Moscow  University
undergraduate, Motroshilova took up the study
of Husserl's phenomenology which was very
little known in the country at the time. Indeed,
Husserl’s works were practically unavailable
in Russia, either in translation or in the original
language. As she recalled, it was her delving into
Husserl that prompted her to study German,
which she later mastered to perfection. Husserl’s
phenomenology was the theme of her Master’s
thesis, written under the guidance of Professor
Valentin F. Asmus, a brilliant scholar and one
of the pillars of Russian history of philosophy.
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CBAIIIeHHbIe T'yccepsIeBCKOV prtocopum: cemu-
corctpanmuHas «“Vgen 1”7 Dpmynpa I'yccepris
Kak BBezleHMe B peHOMeHOIIOrMI0» (2003) 11 BOCH-
MucoTcTpanmuHas «PanHss dustocodpus DaMyH-
na I'yccepia (Taywte, 1887—1901)» (2018). «“Vnen
I” Domynna I'ycceprisd..» — 3To HepBoe B OTeue-
CTBEHHOVI JIUTepaType cCucTeMaTuyecKkoe U Bbl-
IIOJTHEHHOe Ha OOIIMPHOM TEKCTOJIOIMTYeCKOM
MaTepwualle MccilefijoBaHme cosgaHHou ['yccepriem
TpaHCLIeHIeHTaJIbHOVI  (PeHOMEHOJIOTUM C  TIOf-
POOHBEIM 00CyXkIeHreM ero ¢eHOMeHOJIOTMUecKO-
rO MeTola, a TaKXXe JIeTaJIbHBIM M3JIOKEeHeM ero
OCHOBHBIX IOHATUI, TeM 1 aprymeHToB. Kuwura
«Panngsa dputocodpusa Dnmynpaa ['ycceprs.» mo-
CBdIlleHa HadaJIbHOMY 3TaIly pas3sBUTM MBICIINTe-
714, Peub et o IecsaTy ¢ JIMIIHMUM rofax, IIpoBe-
JeHHBIX UM B l'ajle, KOTOpbIe COBIIaIM C OTKa30M
I'ycceprist OT 3aHATU MaTeMaTUKOV U TIepPexooM
K msyudeHnio dutocodpvm. VIMeHHO B 3TOT Iiepu-
07 OH TIMIIIET CBOIO IIePBYIO 3HAUMTEIBHYIO KH-
I'y, 3HaMeHUTY10 «Prstocoduro aprdMeTKm», Bce
ellle He IlepeBelIeHHYI0 Ha PyCCKU SI3bIK, BTOPO
TOM KOTOPOV TaK M He yBUeJl CBeT, HeCMOTps Ha
MHOTOYVICJIEHHBIE aBTOPCKMe HaOpOCKM, UYepHO-
BUKI U JIpyTryvie IIOTrOTOBUTeIbHbIe MaTepualibl.
B cBoent monorpadpun Heymm BacusibeBHa 1iper-
NpVHAJIA JIeTaJIbHBIVI TeKCTOJIOTMYeCKUY aHaJIu3
paHHern1 KHUTY ['yccepris, ¢ mpuBiiedeHieM MHOTO-
UCIIEHHBIX apXVUBHBIX JJOKYMEHTOB V1 HeoIyOsm-
KOBaHHBIX MaHYCKPUIITOB HeMeIKoro dpwiocoda,
YTO II03BOJIVIIO eVl IIPeACTaBUTh YUTaTesllo TPy
I'ycceprist BO Bcevl ero IojIHOTe U 3aBepIIeHHOCT.
Ecyit roBoputs 0 rycceprieBckov hpeHOMeHOJIOT UM,
orpomMHasi 3acyryra Heyum BacwibeBHBI cocTouT B
TOM, UTO OHa, OyJ1y4M IepBOIIPOXOJIIIeM B M3yUe-
HUY Hacslenys ['yccepris B Hallleil cTpaHe, II03BO-
JIVJIa OTeYeCTBeHHBIM VCCIIeIoBaTeIIsIM 1 IIPOCTO
IIVPOKOMY KpYTy 4mTaTeslell OTKPBITh ISl ceOst
GoraTcTBO CIIOXKHOVI I'yCCepsIeBCKOV MBICIIV Y IIO-
3HAaKOMUTBCSI C 3aIIaHOVI T'yCCepIIMAaHOW, CTOJIb
xopoto mnsBecTHoV camont Hesin BacusibeBHe.
Vnrepec H. B. MoTpormvioBori K HeMeIIKOM
dvtocodpckovt MBICTI [TaJleKO He VCUepITbIBaeT-
csi ee wmconenoBaHusiMu I'yccepris m peHOMEHO-
norvm. Ha mpoTsbkeHmy Beelt XM3HM OHa aKTVB-
HO 3aHMMaJlach V3y4YeHVeM TOro Iiepuoa B VICTO-

172

Husserl’s phenomenology also formed the basis
of her PhD dissertation. However, her enthusiasm
for phenomenology did not end there. In the
1980s and 1990s, she published a series of articles
on Husserl’'s phenomenological method. Yet
the most significant results of her research into
this topic became known in the 2000s when she
published two monographs of impressive size
and content, devoted to Husserl’s philosophy:
the 700-page study, Edmund Husserl’s ‘Ideas I’
as an Introduction to Phenomenology (2003) and
the 800-page treatise, Early Philosophy of Edmund
Husserl (Halle, 1887-1901) (2018). Edmund Husserl’s
‘Ideas 1" is the first systematic Russian study
of Husserl’s transcendental phenomenology
that draws on a vast body of textual material
and discusses in detail his phenomenological
method and his main concepts, themes and
arguments. Early Philosophy of Edmund Husserl
focuses on the early period of his development,
i.e. approximately the first ten years that he spent
in Halle, when he abandoned mathematics in
favour of philosophy. It was during this period
that he wrote his first significant book, the
famous Philosophy of Arithmetic, which has yet
to be translated into Russian and whose second
volume has never seen the light of day, despite
numerous sketches, drafts and other preparatory
materials. In her book, Nelly Motroshilova
undertook a detailed textual analysis of Husserl’s
early writing, drawing on his numerous archive
documents and unpublished manuscripts,
enabling her to present Husserl’s work to the
reader in its entirety and complexity. The great
merit of Motroshilova’s pioneering research on
Husserl in our country is that her work enabled
Russian scholars and a wide circle of readers
to discover for themselves the richness of the
German philosopher’s complex thought and get
to know Western Husserl scholarship, with which
Motroshilova was so thoroughly conversant.
Motroshilova’s interest in German philosophical
thought was by no means confined to her studies



pyy MUPOBOVI (PMITOCOPCKON MBICIIV, KOTOPBIV Y
Hac OOBIYHO VMIMeHYeTCsl SII0XOV HeMeIIKOV KJjlac-
cugeckovt prstocodum, U IIpeXyie BCero Hacyey-
eM leres. Ee yBiedeHHOCTB 3TVIM aBTOPOM HOSIBY-
J1ach ellle B CTyJIeH4ecKye Tofibl, KOrjla OHa, BXOMs
B rpymmy 3. B. VyibeHkoBa, ITperiofaBaBIIero Tor-
I1a Ha dputocodckoM dakysisrere MI'Y 11 cTpacTHO
yBJIekasIierocs [ereszem u ero dpustocoduens, cra-
J1a OTKPBIBaTh 111 ce0sl MaJIOIOCTYIIHBIE B Te TOMbI
PYCCKOSI3bIYHOMY UmTaTesto padbotsl leresis, mpita-
sCh pa300paTbcs B XUTPOCIUIETEHMSIX €rO MBICIIML.
Omrovt 13 Takmx padboT ObUIa cTarhs «KTo MbICINT
abcTpakTHO», BriepBele (B 1956 I.) IlepeBeieHHas Ha
pycckuit s3bIK VImbeHKoBbIM. 110 BocrmoMmHaHVIAM
camort Hesumi BacibeBHBI, IMEHHO 3Ta CTaThbsl He-
MEITKOro MBIC/IUTeIIs], a Takxke Oecerbl o Tererte ¢
VIJIbeHKOBBIM M IIpOTeresIbSHCKY HacTPOEeHHBIMU
COKYPCHVMKaMM U IIpoOyawv ee vHTepec K lere-
mo. Pe3ysisTaToM pasMbIIIUIeHNII O HeMeITKoM du-
s1ocodpe 11 ero TBOpUecTBe cTasia MoHorpadws Herr-
m Bacueesnb! «[ 1yt Terers k “Hayke stormkm™
(1984). D10 xHUTA O popMmpoBarum [eress n ero
dwtocodpckmx B3rIAnoB. Ha ocHoBe oOIIMpHBIX
apXVBHBIX JIOKYMEHTOB ¥ TEKCTOJIOTMUYEeCKMX Ma-
TepuasioB 3/1eCh ITPOCIIeXXIBaeTCs MIelTHOe pas3Bu-
Tue l'eresist HauMHas ¢ IOHOIIECKMIX JIeT — CHavasla
B IlITyTrapre, a morom B TroOvHreHe — 11 BIUIOTH
110 nepBbIx Habpockos «Hayku J1ormkm», cesaH-
HBIX 1M yke B HiopHOepre, rie oH padoTasl B Kaue-
CTBe IVIpeKTopa I'MMHa3MM 1 caM ITperofaBall CTy-
ZleHTaM Kypchbl II0 BBelleHUIo B dprstocodrro. Oc-
HOBHOV (POKyC KHUTM — POpMMpOBaHMe ITPUH-
LIUIIOB CUCTeMHOCTU M MICTOpM3Ma. DTO Hanboriee
dyHIaMeHTaJIbHBIe WV TeresieBCKom uiIoco-
dum, 6e3 ocMBICIIeHMSI KOTOPBIX TPYAHO IOHSTH
KaK 3aMblceJl, TaK ¥ peasIbHOe coflepKaHue uio-
codpckoro mpoekra Ieress. 3acityra Hemuim Bacu-
JIbeBHBI COCTOUT He TOJILKO B TOM, UTO B CBO€eVI KHI-
e OHa TI0OKa3aJIa, YTO B MeVHOM pa3uTvv [ereris
CUCTeMHBIe UIen M UJIeV UCTOPVCTCKYE ITOCTOSH-
HO CIUIETaJIVICh B €IMHCTBO, KOTOpOe Ha KaskKIOM 113
3TaroB, B KaXk/IOM W3 IIPOU3BEIEHU OT/INYaIoch
cBOeoOpasyeM, OIpeerIsis CrieluUKy pa3BepTHI-
BaHMA MbICJIM prytocodpa. OHa Tak>ke IT0-HOBOMY
IIOCTaBWIa BOITPOC O cucTeMHOCTH [ererist, koTopast
B OTe4eCTBeHHO! (00JIbIIIel YacThI0 MapKCUCTCKOVI)
drtocodpum paccMaTprBasiach Kak siBHO IIPOTMBO-

173

M. F. Bykova, Y. V. Sineokaya

of Husserl and phenomenology. Throughout
her life, she actively studied the period in the
history of world philosophical thought known
as the epoch of classical German philosophy,
most notably Hegel. She developed an interest in
Hegel in her student years when, as a member
of the group of Evald Ilyenkov, who taught
at Moscow University’s philosophical faculty
and was a well-known expert on Hegel and his
philosophy, she began to discover Hegel’s works
that were still largely unavailable to the Russian-
speaking reader, trying to sort out the intricacies
of his thought. One of these works was the
article, “Who Thinks Abstractly”, first translated
into Russian by Ilyenkov in 1956. As Nelly
Motroshilova recalled, it was this very article,
as well as her conversations about Hegel with
Ilyenkov and pro-Hegel classmates that sparked
her interest in Hegel’s philosophy. The result of
her reflections about the German thinker and his
work was her book, Hegel’s Path to “The Science of
Logic” (1984). It draws on a large body of archive
documents and texts to trace Hegel’s evolution
from his youth — first in Stuttgart and then in
Ttibingen — until the first sketches of The Science
of Logic made in Nuremberg where he worked
as a grammar school (Gymnasium) director and
taught introductory courses in philosophy. The
book’s focus is on the formation of the principles
of systematicity and historicity. These are the
fundamental ideas of Hegels philosophy without
which it is hard to understand the idea and real
content of Hegel’s philosophical project. Nelly
Motroshilova’s contribution is not confined to
her showing that systematicity and historicity in
Hegel's evolution were constantly intertwined,
assuming a different pattern at every stage,
forming the specificity of the unfolding of the
philosopher’s thought. She also looked from
a different angle at the question of Hegel’s
systematicity which, in the Russian (for the most
part Marxist) philosophy, was seen as obviously
contradicting dialectics, at the core of which lies
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pevalias AnajleKTKe, B OCHOBe KOTOPOW JIEXUT
IPVHLINII HellpeKpalaromierocs passutus. OTse-
yagd Ha JIaHHYIO TPYAHOCTh, KHUra MoTpommiio-
BOVI MO3BOJISIET IIOHATH, YTO IIPVHIIUII CYCTeMHO-
CTU, OTCTaMBaeMbIVi [ eresieM, BecbMa 1ajIek OT Uaen
3aBepIIIeHHOCTY, CTATVYHOCT V1 aDCOTFOTHOVI 3aM-
KHYTOCTM, KaK OH 4acTO TOJIKYeTCsl, VI UYTO CUCTeM-
HOCTB TereJieBCKovi prytocopmm MOXKeT ObITh Bep-
HO TIOHSTa TOJIFKO BO B3aMIMOCBSI3V C €r0 VaJIeKTU-
kori. He MeHee Ba>kHO 1 TO, UTO cBOer KHmro Hesr-
7 BacniibeBHe yiajioch paspyIunTh MHOTVE CYIIie-
CTBYIOIIVIE CTEPEOTUIILI B OTHOIIeHN K [ereo n
K ero ¢pusiocopum 1 TeM caMbIM IIPOOYANUTD B M-
TaTeJIsIX VIHTepeC K MessM HeMeIIKOrO MBICJINTeIIs,
LIEHHOCTb KOTOPBIX OTHIO[Ib He VCYePIIbIBaeTCs VX
UVICTO UCTOPUKO-PUIIOCOPCKMM 3HAUEHVIEM.
Heyrm BacwibeBHAa — KaHTOBeZ, C MMUPOBBIM
viveHeM'. Tlo ee MHMIMaTVBe 1 TION, ee PYKOBOL-

! M36pannas kanTnauna H. B. MoTporunsiosorii:
Vimmanywn Kaat. CounHeHMsT Ha HEMELIKOM U PYCCKOM
s3pikax / Immanuel Kant. Werke. Zweisprachige deutsch-
russische Ausgabe. M. : Kami; Hayxa; Kanon+POOV1 Pe-
abwmrarms, 1994-2014:

T.1: Tpaxratst u crateu (1764 —1796). M. : KAMW, 1994;
usgaTesib (copMectHo ¢ b. Tynumnrom), aBTop BCTyIIN-
TeJIBHOM CTaTbV, IOATOTOBKAa HAYYHOIO ammapata (co-
BMecTHO ¢ T. b. [I1yrau).

T. II : Ka. 1-2 : Kputuka unmcroro pasyma / mop, per.
H. B. Morpormtoson, b. Tynummnra, T. b. [Iiryray, Y. ®o-
resis. M. : Hayka, 2006; HoBasl peftaxiiys repeBosia 1 KOM-
MEeHTapuiL.

T. III : OcHOBOMOIOXEHMe K MeTadm3nKe HpaBos. Kpu-
THMKa IIpaKTudeckoro pasyma / mogx pen. 2. 1O. Corosbe-
Ba, A.K. Cynmaxosa, b. Tynwmnra, Y. ®oresg. M. : Hayka,
1997; mznatens (coBMectHO ¢ b. Tynumarom).

T. IV : Kputnka crioco6HOCTH cyXaenmsi. [lepsoe BBere-
Hye B «KpuTuky criocobHOCTM CyXmeHMs» / 1op o0,
pen. H. B. Morpormmtoson, T. b. [iryrau, b. Tynuiiurom,
Y. ®oresiem. M. : Hayka, 2001; aBTOp BCTynMTeJIbHOV CTa-
TbU (coBMecTHO ¢ T. b. [Iiyrad), HoBast pefakiiyis repeBo-
Ia I KOMMEHTapuIiL.

T. V: Meradmusuxa Hpasos. Y. 1 : Metadusiueckue mep-
BOHaYala y4ueHMs o Irpase / mop oOmi. pex. H.B. Mo-
tponmwiosonn n A.H.Kpyrnosa, b.dépdnmurepa n
M. Xronnnra ; nep. A. K. Cynaxosa. M. : Kanon+, 2014.

T. V : Meradmsuka Hpasos. Y. 2 : MeTtadmnsidaeckie oc-
HOBHBIe Hadajla Y4eHVs 0 JoOpomeTeny / 11of oo, pex,.
H. B. Morpoumiosonn n A.H. Kpyriosa, b. Jépdima-
repa un [I. Xtonunra ; rep. A. K. Cygaxosa. M. : Kanon+,
2018.

Motpounwiosa H. B. Comnanbao-mcTopmdeckne  KOpHM
HeMeIKo Ki1accrdeckont dvtocodpmnt. M. : Hayxka, 1990.
Mortponnwiosa H. B. Poxnenme n passutne dwtocod-
ckux naeri. M. : ITormarmsmar, 1991.

the idea of continuous development. Responding
to this difficulty, Motroshilova’s book argues that
Hegel’s principle of systematicity is far removed
fromtheideaof completeness, staticsand absolute
closedness, as he is often interpreted, and that
the systematicity of Hegel’s philosophy can only
be correctly understood in its interconnection
with dialectics. Equally important, Motroshilova
manages to overturn many clichés concerning
Hegel and his philosophy in her book, and thus
awakens readers’ interest in his ideas, whose
value is not limited to their relevance to the
history of philosophy.

Motroshilovaisa Kantscholar of international
repute.! She initiated, edited and took an active

! Selected Kant publications of Nelly Motroshilova:
Immanuel Kant. Works in German and Russian /[
Immanuel Kant. Werke. Zweisprachige deutsch-russische
Ausgabe. Moscow: Kami; Nauka; “Kanon+” ROOI
“Reabilitatsiya”, 1994-2014:

Volume 1: Treatises and Articles (1764-1796). Moscow:
Kami, 1994; publisher (with B. Tuschling), author of
the introductory article, preparation of the scientific
apparatus (with Tamara Dlugach).

Volume 2: Parts 1 and 2: Critique of Pure Reason. Edited
by N. Motroschilova, B. Tuschling, T. Dlugach, U. Vogel.
Moscow: Nauka, 2006; new translation and commentary.
Volume 3: Groundwork for the Metaphysics of Morals.
Critiqgue of Practical Reason. Edited by E. Solovyov,
A. Sudakov, B. Tuschling, U. Vogel. Moscow: Nauka,
1997; publisher (with B. Tuschling).

Volume 4: Critique of Judgment. First Introduction to
the Critique of Judgment. Edited by N. Motroshilova,
T. Dlugach, B. Tuschling, U. Vogel. Moscow: Nauka,
2001; author of the introductory article (with T. Dlugach),
new translation and commentary.

Volume 5: Metaphysics of Morals. Part 1: Metaphysical
First Principles of the Doctrine of Law. Edited by
N. Motroshilova, A. Krouglov, B. Dorflinger, D. Hiining;
translated by A. Sudakov. Moscow: “Kanon+” ROOI
“Reabilitatsiya”, 2014.

Volume 5: Metaphysics of Morals. Part 2: Metaphysical
First Principles of the Doctrine of Virtue. Edited by
N. Motroshilova, A. Krouglov, B. Dorflinger, D. Hiining;
translated by A. Sudakov. Moscow: “Kanon+” ROOI
“Reabilitatsiya”, 2018.

Motroshilova, N.V. Social-Historical Roots of German
Classical Philosophy. Moscow: Nauka, 1990. (In Rus.)
Motroshilova, N.V. The Birth and Development of
Philosophical Ideas. Moscow: Politizdat, 1991. (In Rus.)
Motroshilowa, N., ed. Zum Freiheitsverstindnis des
Kantischen —und  nachkantischen  Idealismus.  Neuere
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CTBOM, a TaKXe IIpV ee aKTMBHOM ydacTum B Poc-
cvm ObUIO OITyO/IMIKOBAHO IIepBOe IIBYSI3bIYHOE CO-
Opanme counHeHM KaHTa Ha pycckoM M HeMerl-
KOM $13bIKax B 11TV ToMax (1994—2018). PaboTa Hazt
IBYSI3bIYHBIM coOpaHmeM counHeHM? KaHTta —
MHOTOJIETHUY MeXIyHapOOHBIVI IMpoekT Hewm
BaciyibeBHBI — ObITa HadaTa €10 COBMECTHO C IIPO-
deccopom MapOyprckoro yHMBepcuTeTa bypk-
xapaoMm TyIUIMHIOM 1 ero rpyIIon ellle B Hadasle
1990-x rr. CaM mpoeKT Mo M3IaHMIO apasljle/IbHO-
TO IBYSI3bIYHOrO coOpaHms counHeHny Kanra Obut
M OCTaeTcsl YHMKaIbHBIM KaK II0 CBOEMY 3aMBICITy,
TaK ¥ 10 VCIIOJTHEHMIO; 10 00BeMy OITyO/IKoBaH-
HBIX TeKCTOB OH He 1MeeT IIpellefIeHTOB Ha 3alla-
Ile. DTO IlepBoOe B VMCTOPUN OTedeCTBEHHOM puyIo-
cocbum ABysI3bIYHOe MapaslleIbHOe M3IaHie OCHOB-
HBIX padoTt KaHTa, BKiTtouatoriee Bce Tpu ero «Kpu-
TUKI», OCHOBHBIe TpaKTaTbl 1 CTaThV 10 ITpobsieMa-
TUKe IpaKTIdecKon priocodnys, B TOM UicIIe ero
KJTIOUeBble cOuMHeHMsl 1o 3TmKe. OCHOBHas I1eJIb
IIpOoeKTa COCTOsIa B TOM, YTOOBI He TOJIBKO ITPejIo-
KUTBH PYCCKOSI3BIMHOMY YMTaTeIII0 HOBbIe MJIV OC-
HOBaTeJIbHO OTpefaKTpOBaHHble — C TOUYKMU 3pe-
HWSL JIOCTVDKEHWVI COBPEMEHHOI'O KaHTOBe[leHM —
IIlepeBOIbI OCHOBHEIX padoT KaHTa, HO 11 mpemocTa-
BUTB JOCTYII K OPUTMHaJIBHBIM TeKcTaM pryIoco-
da, 9To 103BOITIMIIO OBI JKEJIAIOIIVIM IO JOCTOVIH-
CTBY OLIEHUTBH KaK ITyOVHY KaHTOBCKOW MBICIIV,
TaK ¥ CTPOTYIO TIOCJIeIOBaTeIbHOCTh €r0 apryMeH-
TOB. CeroffHs MOXXHO C YBepEeHHOCTBIO CKa3aTh, YTO
pe3yJIbTaT IIpeB3oliiesl OXMaaHus. briaromapst ycu-
M Hesmn BacuiibeBHBI 11 Bcex Tex, KTO — Kak
C POCCUVICKOVI, TaK "I HEMEITKOVI CTOPOHBI — pabo-
Tasl ¢ HeVl Hajl, peaI3aliyiell 3TOro T'paHIVO3HOTO
IIPOeKTa, PYCCKOSI3bIUHBIVI UMTaTesIb TOIYUVIT U3~
naHve counHeHum KaHTa, rje Hapsiy ¢ yTOYHeH-
HBIM, a B psijie CJIy4yaeB M COBEPIIIEHHO HOBBIM Ile-

Zum Freiheitsverstindnis des Kantischen und nachkanti-
schen Idealismus. Neuere Arbeiten russischer Autoren /
hrsg. von Nelli Motroshilowa. Frankfurt a/M : Suhrkamp
Taschenbuch Wissenschaft, 1998.

MmvManywi KaHt: Hacirenye u mpoekT / Iom pen.
B. C. Crenmnua, H. B. MoTtpommtoson. M. : Kanor+POOV
Peabwwmrars, 2007.

Kant in Spiegel der russischen Kantforschung heute /
hrsg. von Nelly Motroschilowa und Norbert Hinske.
Stuttgart (Bad Cannstatt) : Frommann-Holzboog, 2008.
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part in the publication in Russia of the first five-
volume bilingual collection of Kant’s works in
Russian and German (1994-2018). She started
work on the bilingual edition of Kant — her
international project of many years — jointly
with Burkhard Tuschling of Marburg University
in the early 1990s. The project of publishing a
bilingual parallel edition of Kant is unique in
terms of conception and execution; it has no
precedent in the West in terms of the volume of
published texts. It is the first bilingual parallel
edition of Kant’s works in Russian philosophy,
which includes all three of his Critiques, the main
treatises and articles on practical philosophy
together with key works on ethics. The main
aim of the project was not only to put new or
thoroughly edited (from the vantage point
of modern Kant scholarship) translations of
Kant’s main works within reach of the Russian
reader, but also to give access to his original
texts so that people could appreciate the depth
of Kant’s thought and the rigorous consistency
of his arguments. It can be safely said today
that the result exceeded expectations. Thanks
to the efforts of Motroshilova and all the other
people — on the Russian and German side —
who worked with her on this ambitious project,
the Russian-speaking reader received an edition
of Kant which provides the original texts along
with an amended — and in some cases totally
new — translation of the philosopher’s works.
Both the original and Russian texts are printed
on a two-page spread strictly in accordance with
the divisions, chapters and paragraphs of Kant’s
works. Now readers can easily locate and check
the corresponding fragments of text, compare

Arbeiten russischer Autoren. Frankfurt a. M.: Suhrkamp
Taschenbuch Wissenschaft, 1998.

Stepin, V.S. and Motroshilova, N.V., eds. Immanuel
Kant: Legacy and Project. Moscow: “Kanon+” ROOI
“Reabilitatsiya”, 2007. (In Rus.)

Motroschilowa, N. and Hinske, N., eds. Kant im
Spiegel der russischen Kantforschung heute. Stuttgart-Bad
Cannstatt: Frommann-Holzboog, 2008.
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peBoioM paboT drstocoda TAr0TCs TEKCTHI Ha SI3bI-
Ke opurmHasa. IIpu 3Tom 0ba BapraHTa TekcTa —
OPUTVIHAIBHBIN I B IIepeBofie — IIPVBOMMATCS Ila-
paJIiesIbHO, Ha OTHOM pa3BOpOTe KHVDKHOV CTpa-
HWIIBL, C TOYHBIM CJlefIoBaHMeM pasfiesiaM, CeKIVsM
” nlaparpadaM KaHTOBCKMX codnHeHMM. Terreps ¢
JIETKOCTBIO MOKHO HaWITV VI CBEPUTH COOTBETCTBY-
Iome pparMeHThl TeKCTa, CPaBHUTH YIIOTpeOIie-
HVe CJIOB U BbIpayKeHMVI Ha HeMeIIKOM U PYCCKOM,
TIOJIBb3Y$ICh IapasIyIeJIbHBIM PaCIIONIOKEHVIEM TEKCTa.
J171s1 KaHTOBEMOB, a TaKXKe YMTaTesIeV], JKeJIatoIX
MO3HAKOMUTBCS € ayTeHTUYHbIM KaHToM, rosiBite-
HMe TaKOro M3aHusi, HECOMHEHHO, CTaJl0 3Haul-
TeJIbHBIM COOBITVIEM.

Ha nipoTtsixkeHnn Oortee ueM nIBafiiaTyi jieT pa-
60Tel Hag, mpoekToM Hesym BacuiibeBHa ocTaBa-
JlaCchb HeM3MeHHBIM IJIaBHBIM PeIaKTOpOM W3/a-
HWS C POCCUVICKOVI CTOPOHBI, HECSI OCHOBHYIO TI-
JKeCTb 110 KOOPAVHAIIUN IedTeJIbHOCTY BCero KoJl-
nexTyBa. Hapsiay ¢ obmiyM pyKoBoICTBOM ITPOeK-
Ta OHA COOCTBEHHOPYYHO IIO/ITOTOBVIIA HOBYIO pe-
HaKIyio nepesofoB «KpuUTHKI 4MCTOro pasymar,
«KpuTHKM CriocOGHOCT CYKIIeHUT» U «YdeHMs O
npase» B «MeTadusuike HpaBOB», CHaOIWB Hepe-
BOZIBI OOIIMPHBIMY KOMMEHTApUAMM W [eTalb-
HBIM Hay4YHBIM aIlliapaToM, YTO CIeJ1ajio UCIIOIb-
30BaHMe JaHHBIX TEKCTOB Oojlee YIOOHBIM 1 3¢-
dexTrBHBIM. OTHOBpeMeHHO OHa TakKXKe BBICTY-
IWIa B KauecTBe aBTOpa psfla BCTYHUTEIBHBIX U
3aKJIIOYMTEeIIbHBIX CTaTell, IIOCBAIIEeHHBIX ITpobJie-
MaM ¥ TeMaM, [IeHTpaIbHbIM [IJ1s1 OT€UeCTBEHHOT O
VI MMPOBOT'O KaHTOBEIEHNSL.

Ha npotsbkeHMM geTBepTH BeKa IMPOEKT IO W3-
JAHUIO JIBYSI3bIYHOIO cobpaHms countHeHmy Kanra
6bu1 1t Hesum BaciibeBHBI OMCTIIHE f1eJIoM ee
xm3HN. OHa BKJIaJIbIBajla B Hero BCIO CBOIO JIYIITY U
TaJIaHT, Y4acTBYysl B IIOJITOTOBKE KaK/IOrO TOMa W3-
JaHWs BKJIIOYasl Te, OTBETCTBEHHBIM peIaKTOPOM
KOTOPBIX OHa OPUIIMAaIbHO He SBJIsylach, 4acTo Ca-
MOJIVIYHO BbIBEpPsl ITepeBOIbI 1 CHabXKast VX JI0TOJI-
HUTEIPHBIMY aHIUTUYECKVMY 3aMedaHVsIMI 1
YTOUHSAIOIIVIMI ITpyMedaHusiMu. Ee ocHoBHOM 3a-
Gotoit Bcerma ObUla MaKCMMasIbHasi TOUYHOCTB HO-
BBIX 11 OTKOPPEKTVPOBAHHBIX IIEPEBOIOB — C TEM,
uTOOBI He ObUIM yTpadeHbI ITyOOKVe OTTeHKN KaH-
TOBCKOTO (pvyI0COPCTBOBAHMS VI COXPaHWIIOCH BCe
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the use of words and expressions in German
and Russian, thanks to the parallel location
of the texts. The publication of this edition is
undoubtedly a landmark for Kant scholars and
readers who want to become acquainted with
the authentic Kant.

For the period of more than twenty years
that the work on the project lasted Motroshilova
was the chief editor on the Russian side, carrying
most of the burden of coordinating the work of
the whole team. Along with managing the whole
project, she personally prepared a new edition
of the translations of the Critique of Pure Reason,
the Critique of Judgement and “The Doctrine of
Right” in the Metaphysics of Morals, providing
the translations with long commentaries and
detailed references, which made the use of
these texts more convenient and effective. In
addition, she authored several introductory and
concluding articles devoted to the issues and
topics that are central to Kant scholarship in
Russia and the world.

For over a quarter of a century, the project
of publishing a bilingual collection of Kant
absorbed Motroshilova. She gave it her soul
and talent, taking part in preparing each of the
volumes, including even those of which she
was not the contractual editor, often personally
checking the translations and providing
them with further analytical remarks and
clarifications. Invariably, her main concern was
the maximum accuracy of the new and corrected
translations — so as not to lose profound shades
of meaning in Kant’s thinking and preserve the
diversity of sometimes very subtle terminological
distinctions. Clarification of Kant’s terminology,
which is the key to understanding his ideas,
made a significant contribution to Russian Kant
scholarship. One salient example of such an
emendation is Motroshilova’s translation of one
of Kant's central terms Ding an sich selbst, which
was translated into Russian in the pre-Soviet
and Soviet periods as veshch’ v sebe (the thing in



MHOroo0pas3vie TIOpoVi BecbMa M30IIPEHHBIX TepM-
HOJIOTMTYeCKVIX pas/IvauiL. 3HaUMTeIbHBIM BKJIa/I0OM
B OTedeCTBEHHOe KaHTOBeJleHVe CTaJl0 YTOYHeHVe
CyIIlecTBeHHOVI /11 TIoHMMaHMs maent Kanra Tep-
muHoIornm. Cpey Hanboslee ApKVX ITPYMEepPOB Ta-
KOro yTOUHeHMsl — IIpeyioxkeHHbI1 Hesumm Bacu-
JIbeBHOVI HOBBIVI TIepeBoy], OITHOTO M3 IIeHTpaIbHBIX
KaHTOBCKMX TepMMHOB «Ding an sich selbst», koTo-
PBIVI, KaK M3BECTHO, B PYCCKOS3BIYHBIX M3IaHVISIX
KaHTa 10cOoBeTCKOro 11 COBETCKOTO ITepuozia TpaHC-
JIMpoBaJIcsl Kak «gelllb B cebe». H. B. MoTpormio-
Ba apryMeHTMPOBaHHO IIPOIEMOHCTPUpPOBala, UYTo
TOT CMBICJI, KOTOpBI KaHT BKJIajibIBajl B IIOHATE
«Ding an sich selbst», Gostee TouHO MOXHO IlepeaTh
00opoTOM «Belllb cama 110 cebe». OHa IToKasasia, YTo
B popMyite «Belllb B cebe», BO-TIEPBBIX, ITOJIHOCTHIO
OTCYTCTBYeT KaKoe-IMbo yriomyHaHMe «selbst»,
VIMEFOITIeTO BayKHOe CMBICIIO-CO3M/IatoITlee 3HaUeH e
B OpUTMHaJIbBHOM TepMmuHe KaHTa, 11, BO-BTOpBIX,
HIpeMIor «an» TOIIKYEeTCs B 3HaUeHWM «in», 9To TI0JT-
HOCTBIO MEHSIET CMBICII BCETO BBIPayKeHVIS.

Hermn BacwiibeBHa Oblla TIepBBIM B HaIllent
CTpaHe ¥ OHMM W3 IEPBbIX B MUpe VCCIleIoBa-
TeJIeVt, KTO OTKJIVMKHYJICS Ha ITyOnmkamuio «Yep-
HBIX TeTpanen» Xavpgerrepa. Ilpmnaem B omyivune
OT psifia 3apyOeXXHBIX KOJIJIeT, KOTOpble OTKa3aIvich
CKOJIb-IN0O0 coflepyKaTeJIbHO KOMMEHTVPOBATh pa-
6oty Xarizerrepa BBULy ee IBHO BbIPa)KeHHOTO aH-
TUCEMIUTCKOTO XapaKTepa, OHa ITojIBepIila ITy0osm-
Kal1io HeMelIKoro gmsocoda r1yooKoMy KpUTH-
yeckoMy aHam3y. Ha ocHoBe TIiaTesibHOro msyde-
HVS TeKCTOB «HepHBIX TeTpazieri» OHa pacCMOTpe-
JIa coflep’kaHvie OCHOBHBIX TIOHSTWUV Y TEPMIHOB,
VICTIONIB3yeMbIX XavIerrepoM, TIOCTaBMB X B CBSI3b
C LEeHTPaIbHBIMY HOHATUAMM Y KOHLEIIIVSMM,
duUrypupyommmMn B Apyrmx ero padboTax.

Bynyum Bcerna B aBaHTapme coObITI, 0OIagast
OCTPOVI CTOPUKO-PMII0COPCKOT UYBCTBUTEITBHO-
cTeio, Heyun BacuiibeBHa nepsot B Poccnm mperi-
CTaBWJIa IO POOHBIVI aHa/IN3 HeTaBHO BbIIIIe et
IBYXTOMHOV MoHOrpacdpmm Xabepmaca «Eriie ofHa
uctopusa duocodpum» («Auch eine Geschichte
der Philosophie»), mocBsIieHHOV HOBOMY IIOHW-
MaHUIO UCTOpUM PryIocopury B KOHTEKCTe II0BO-
poTa K ITocTMeTapM31MIeCKOMY MBIIIITIEHIO.

Hemmmm  BacuiibeBHa X1MBO MHTepecoBasiach
VICTOpUEN oTedeCcTBeHHOM (umitocodnm, yTBepXK-
Ias OpVHIIMINAIbHOe eIMHCTBO PYCCKOM U 3a-
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itself). Motroshilova made a well-argued case to
show that Kant’s concept of Ding an sich selbst is
more accurately conveyed if rendered as veshch’
sama po sebe (the thing [as it is] by itself). She
demonstrated that the formula “thing in itself”,
first, completely dispenses with selbst, which
plays an important meaning-generating role in
Kant’s original term and, second, the preposition
an is interpreted as meaning in, which completely
changes the meaning of the whole expression.

Nelly Motroshilova was the first in Russia
and one of the first in the world to respond to
the publication of Heidegger’s Black Notebooks.
Unlike some scholars outside Russia who refused
to comment on Heidegger’s work substantively
on the ground that it was openly anti-Semitic,
she provided a profoundly critical analysis of the
German philosopher’s publication. Proceeding
from a thorough study of the Black Notebooks, she
examined the content of the main concepts and
terms Heidegger uses, tracing their connection
with the central concepts found in his other
works.

Being always on the cutting edge of research
and sensitive to new trends in the history of
philosophy, Motroshilova offered a detailed
analysis of the recently published two-volume
study by Habermas, Another History of Philosophy
(Auch eine Geschichte der Philosophie), where he
developed the new concept of the history of
philosophy in the context of the turn towards
post-metaphysical thinking.

Nelly Motroshilova had a keen interest in
Russian history, emphasising the fundamental
unity of Russian and Western philosophical
traditions, pointing out convergences and mutual
echoes of various schools and trends in European
and Russian thought. Recently, she focused her
attention on the Russian philosophy of the Soviet
period. She vehemently criticised the prejudices
and stereotypes in contemporary assessments
of philosophical development in the USSR that
juxtapose the prevalent Marxist-Leninist dogma
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magHoM PrIocodCKMX TPpaauLIniL, VccIeoBasia
CMBICJIOBBIEe IlepeceueHs], MepeKIMUKy pasjind-
HBIX IIKOJI VI HaIIpaBJIEHWV €BPOIIEVICKON 1 PyC-
CKOVI MBICIIM. B mocsieHee BpeMs ee BHMMaHUe
ObUIO COCpeOTOUeHO Ha OTeueCTBeHHOV PuI0Cco-
dum copetckoro neproga. OHa aKTMBHO KPUTUKO-
BaJla IIpeIpacCy 1K 1 CTepeOTUIIbI, cofep Kalliyie-
csl B coppeMeHHBIX orleHKax dputocodpun B CCCP,
IIPOTMBOIIOCTABIASl TOCIIOICTBOBABIIIEVI B COBET-
CKVie TOIbI OPUIIVaILHOVE MIe0JIOr MY 0T MaTU31-
POBaHHOIO MapKcHU3Ma-JIeHMHM3Ma HOBaTOPCKYIO
VICCIIeIOBaTeIIbCKYI0 MBIC/Ib, (POPMUPOBaBIIYIO-
Csl B PasJIMYHBIX 00JIACTSX OTeueCTBeHHOV (PuIo-
codmm Kak 11071, BIMsHMeM pvIocodoB, ITpUHajl-
JIeXaBIINX K HeopUITMaJIbHOMY COODIIIeCTBY, TakK
U B pycile TeHIeHIu Myuposon dusocodpum. Ee
aHaJIM3 IIpollecca MHTepHallMOHaIM3aumu ¢u-
JI0COPCKOTO 3HAHMS B IO3IHECOBETCKYIO 31I0XY, B
YaCTHOCTY PasMBIIIIeHMS 0 PYI0COPCKOM ITOKO-
JIeHUV IIeCTUIeCITHUKOB ¥ aHaIu3 TBOpYeCcTBa
M. K. Mamapmamsmim, — BIyMUYMBOe CBUIETeIb-
CTBO OT IIEpBOrO JIMIIA O CTAHOBJICHUV OTeYeCTBeH-
HOVI MBICJIVI BO BTOpOVI 110JIoBVHe XX CTOJIeTHsl.

Ha crene B 3aje 3acemaHmi YdeHoro coseTa
Mucturyra dwtocopumn PAH Bucut dororop-
Tper Heyumm BacuiibeBHBI, IIpMBHOCS B IIPSMOY-
rOJIbHOE IIPOCTPaHCTBO KOMHATHI YIOT 11 1ToKovL. Ee
00pa3 OepexXHO XPaHWTCS B CepALIax ee OJIM3KIX 1
KOJIJIET, ee XXV3Hb JJINTCSA B HallMICAHHBIX €f0 KH-
rax, ee cyap0a cTajla IJIaBOVI MVPOBOV MCTOPUM
dprtocodrm.

M. @. Buikoba, FO. B. Cuneoxas
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to innovative research taken shape in various
areas of Soviet philosophy under the influence
of philosophers belonging to the “underground”
community and the mainstream tendencies in
world philosophy. Her analysis of the process of
internationalisation of philosophical knowledge
in the late Soviet era, especially reflections on
the philosophical generation of the Sixties and
analysis of the work of Merab K. Mamardashvili,
is a thoughtful first-person testimony about the
formation of Russian thought in the second half
of the twentieth century.

A large photograph of Nelly Motroshilova
hangs on the wall in the conference room of
the Academic Council of the RAS Institute of
Philosophy, brings comfort and peace to the
room’s rectangular space. Her image is treasured
in the hearts of her close ones and colleagues,
her life continues in her books, and her legacy
has become a chapter in the history of world
philosophy.

Marina F. Bykova, Yulia V. Sineokaya

Translated from the Russian by Evgeni N. Filippov
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